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7 E Doctrine if the ever 70 Gobi ni- 
ty, founded on the Scriptures of the Ola 
and New 7. eftament, or that Revelation, 
which we have all the Proofs that, can reafon- 
ably be defired , both from its internal Cha- 
racters and external Evidence, that it is Di - 
vine, demands to be received as ſuch, X | 
Indeed none of its Doctrines appear unwof- 
thy to have God for their Author, and all its 
Credenda challenge our Aſent, as a Scheme 
| of Principles, that give us the moſt Bonourable 
1 Notions of God; being not there unprofitable 
Speculations, without relation to Mens Praca 
tice, but of ſingular Uſe to excite to all vit 7 
tues, and reform the * orld. 
ä How 


* 


— 
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How evidently do the Duties of our Reli- 
gion conſpire to promote the Glory of God, and 
the Happineſs of Man, being the bigheft Im- 
provement of our Nature, and the only ſuita- 
ble Employment of reaſonable Beings ; ſo. con- 
formable to the Reaſon, and ſo entirely to the 
Advantage of Mankind, conſidered either fin- 
gly, or in Society, that it would make a Sort 
of Heaven upon Earth. were they duly regard- 
ed, were they univerſally obſerved; and com- 
foſe us for that better World, by exercifing thoſe 
divine Graces and Virtues which are there in 
Perfection, and the very Life and Bliſs of 
Saints and Angels] 

Thoſe Doftrines which cannot be denied, 
vit bout apparent Hazard of our Salvation, 
thoſe great and neceſſary Truths are either evi- 
dent to the Light of Nature, or elſe, are writ- 
ten in ſuch fair Characters, and ſo plainly pro- 

poſed, and ſo often inculcated, that the meaneſt 
Capacity may underſtand them, and no fincere 
Enquirer, one that is willing to afprebend the 
Mind and Will of God, in order to direct his 
Practice, can be ignorant of them; for our 
Saviour tells us, that be that will do his Will, 


ball know E the Doctrine whether it ©; of 
God, 


But 


But as ta Points of leſs Moment, all that is 


required of us is, that we fincerely endeavour 


to inform our ſelves of the Mind of God and 


Senſe. of Scripture, without flighting any di- 
vine Truth, according to our ſeveral Abilities 


and Opportuni ties; and then, tho' we may not 
be able to bring our Fudgments to ſettle in the 


ſame Senſe and Opinion of thoſe leſs Things, 


with other Men, even tho' they ſhould be in the 
right, and we miſtaken, the Error will be of 
no dangerous Conſequence. | 

A Zeal for the Puri ty of Chrift s Ordinances, 
and to worſhip God in a Way, that we think 
moſt pleaſing to bim; if we do not aft froma 
Spirit of Bitterneſs and Oppoſition, but do ſin- 
cerely love thoſe of other Perſuaſions as well 
as our own, will not fail of bis Approbation, 
but be our Support againſt the moſt uncharitae 
ble Cenſures and Accuſations. 

However different Mens Abprehenſions are 
in little Matters, as it is impoſſible but there 
will be. ſuch a Difference in every Church and 
Kingdom in the World, thoſe little Differences 
in Opinion ſhould all be fwallow'd up in an 
unanimous Zeal and Concern for the great 
Truths of the Goſpel, wherein the greater 
Number of Chriſtians are agreed. 
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I ſhall endeavour to euiner in the Joltowing 
ret, that" "neither the great Myftery of 
Godlineſs, God manifeſt in the Fleſh, Br 
the Three ſacred Perſons in ib Godbead, are 
\chargeable with Abſurdi ty, not being contra- 
dictory to our Recon, "POP 22 2 they may 
1 _ 

"Tf I may depend upon common Fame, and if 
fome Writers are as well known by their Dic- 
tion, Stile, and Turn of Thought, Doctrine, 
Confidence, and Repetition of the ſame Things | 


many Times within the Compaſs of twenty 


Years, as by Name, I ſhould think it an tajy 
Task to find out the anonymous Gentleman who 
bath occafioned the following Pages, who is fo 
well known in the World, that I ſhould ſearce 
forgive my ſelf, ſhould I paſs bim over in Si- 
tence, and fhall therefore treat him in a man- 
ner ſuitable to his Character. | 
I could not indeed expect that it would in 
the leaft ſerve my Cauſe to tell bim, he cites 
ſeveral Texts without knowing what they 
mean, and if he underſtood thoſe Texts, he 
would be aſham'd to urge them as he does: 
That he will be ſurprized at the Weakneſs of 
his'own Reaſonings: That he would make 


one believe, he had no more Underſtanding 
than a Child: That what he faith is mere 


b | quibble 
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quibble and trifling, much below a rcaſona- 
ble Man and a Schalar: And that he talks as 
if he had never. conſidered the Scripture. 
Doctrin e at all, and goes an in the ſame in- 
conſiderate. manner: Being July determined. 
if 1.muſt write. ich an utter Diſregard of, 
Decency « and good Manners, . that T_ would nes 
ver engage in, ee a Aud I theres 
fore hope, no indecent Expreſſions will extort 

any thing from me, in the leaſt, unbecoming a 
Man or a Cbriſtian; but that it ſhall be my 
ſincere Aim to purſue Truth impartially, and 
never to take Calumny for Conviction, Miſtake 
for Argument, 4 Meg for Demonſt ra- 
tion. 

I know it 15 pf, commer eras of the Gen- 
tlemen in "the Unitarian Scheme, to declaim 
with much Vebemence, agarn/Þ the Doctrine I 
defend; but, I think, with little Reaſon, un- 


Teſs they could ſubſtitute a better in its room; 


which, I cannot yet find the moſt learn'd of 
their Body in any great haſte to advance, or to 
give a clear Solution to thoſe Texts of Scripe 
ture, that ſeem to prove the Divinity of the 
Son and Spirit, with a convincing Evidence. 
Nor would it be at all to their Purpoſe, 
could they prove any known Way of explaining 
this myſterious Doctrine, to be demonſtratively 


falſe; 


— 
| 


vii The P R E FA C E. 
falſe; for, after all, the Doctrine it ſelf may 
be as true as any Propoſition in Sir Iſaac New- 
ron's Principia, unleſs we could be ſure that 
the known Ways of Explication, were all the 
| Poſſible Ways of explaining it; or that we have 
@ comprehenſive Idea of the Three Glorious Per- 
Jos; - which, I would hope theſe Gentlemen | 
Ne more er Oy fo ert. 1 
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DOCTRINE 


TRINITY 


D E F E N D E D. 


EE great Author of the Univerſe is 
£3} a Being infinitely more excellent than 
all created ſpiritual Natures. The 
Word Spirit, as applied to God, is 
a Metaphor taken from the Air or 
Wind; than which, by reaſon of 
its Tenuity, perpetual Agitation, and wide Expan- 
ſion, nothing ſeems more proper to repreſent that 
inviſible Nature, which pervades, actuates, and 
comprehends all Things, in a Manner that cannot 
be declared by human Speech, perceived by human 
Senſe, nor apprehended by human Underſtanding. 
But yet though we ſhould ſuppoſe that we could 
form no Idea ” a ſpiritual Nature, we can never 


hence conclude there can be no ſuch Being: Unleſs 


it was uncertain that the Faculties of a limited Nature 
B (as 
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fas ours. pi, 2 could reach to the utmoſt 
Extent of every Truth, and no Being in Nature 
could eſcape the Searches of our Underſtanding z 
or that there might not be many more Channels of 
Knowledge than we can ever hepe to be furniſhed 
with in — State of Imperfection, ſuch as would 
have given us more large, extenſive Views of Things, 
than we are capahle of in our preſent Condition; 
and we might, on this Suppoſition, and with as 
much Juſtice, conclude the Impoſlibility pf the Ex- 
iſtence of what is not the Object of any one of our 
five Senſes, as one born blind could from thence 
conclude the Impoſlibility of Light and Colours, 
becauſe he hath no Idea of them; or as we ſhould 
have done, had our whole Species come into the 
World without the Senſe of Seeing. | 
Indeed every thing hath Difficulties in it that we 

can never ſurmount; the Books of Nature, Provi- 
dence and Scripture, are full of Difficulties, of which 
he that knows moſt, knows but in part; and it is 
but a ſmall Part that we any of us know, in com- 
pariſon of what we are ignorant of : This Veil of 
Fleſh that we carry about with us, obſcures the Sight 

of heavenly Things ſo, that they continue in a man- 
ner Riddles to us; and we can as yet in no wiſe un- 
riddle, or ſee through the impenetrable Darkneſs, 
with which Multitudes of Things which we deſire 
to know, and which the enlightened Minds above 
do perfectly underſtand, are covered and concealed 
from our View. 8 

Thoſe moſt obvious Appearances, the Weight of 

Bodies, not in proportion to their Surfaces, but their 
ſolid Content, and the Coheſion of their ſeveral Parts, 
by what improbable Fictions, yea, utter Impoſſibi- 

lities, have all the ſeveral Sects of Philoſophers in 
vain endeavoured to account for? And if we look 
upwards, to the great and glorious Bodies of the 

| 2 | Uni- 


Ever-bleſſed TRINITY defended. 3 
Univerſe, even within our own Syſtem, which 
bears fo ſmall a Proportion to the vaſt Spaces be- 
yond it, even of the viſible Creation; though it 
muſt be confeſſed the Newtonian Philoſophy hath 


made far greater Diſcoveries than that of former 


Ages, and that the univerſal Band and general Laws 
of Nature are no longer a Secret to thoſe who have 
acquainted themſelves with the ſurprizing Inventions 
of Mathemarical Philoſophy, whereby the ſeveral 
Paths of thoſe celeſtial Orbs, and the Conftancy and 
Regularity of their Motions, and the common In- 
fluence they have upon each other, are admirably 
accounted for, even beyond what former Ages could 
ever hope, or perhaps think poſſible to be attained 

by Mortals; yet it muſt be granted, that even the 
firſt Principles of this noble Science ſubſiſt only on 


the Suppoſal of the conſtant Agency of Divine Pro- 


vidence, without which Attraction and Gravity 
were mere unintelligible Jargon, and, I think, de- 
monſtrably impoſſible : And it muſt be owned alfo 


of thoſe leſs Bodies of the Univerſe we converſe with, 


or form ſome Notion of, whether animate or inani- 
mate, after the long Labours of thoſe who have tra- 
velled fartheſt in the Study of Nature, that we are 
got no farther than the Surface, but find our ſelves 


immediately loſt and bewilder'd ; the far greater 


Part of Nature, not only of Creation in general, 
and of the great Bodies of it, but likewiſe of every 
particular Being in it, lying in the dark, and far 
remote from our Knowledge. 
We know we have a Principle within us that 1 


the Subject of our Volitions and Perceptions, whoſe 


real Eſſence, or ſpiritual Nature, is altogether be- 
yond our Comprehenſion. 

I think we can form no Conception of an active 
immortal Principle, that animates our Bodies, and 


yet is neither preſent with, nor abſent from the Body 
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it ſeems to actuate, nor indeed poſſeſſes any part of 
infinite Space. And an extended Soul, that might 
by a Divine Energy be divided into as many Parts 
as that Body to which it is commenſurate, to be co- 
extended only with the Body of an Infant, and to 
grow with it, and be expanded to the Dimenſions 
of the Body of a Man, and then to diminiſh again 
in its Extenſion as the Body pines, and that each 
conceivable Part ſhould have the fame numerical 
Properties with the whole, or to be wholly in, and 
yet wholly out of their proper Subjects of Inheſion, 
is to me as incomprehenſible as an unextended Mind: 
Though which of theſe our Souls are, I ſhall not 
determine; of whoſe real Eſſence, I know nothing. 

] can never apprehend the ſame numerical Pro- 

perties, in the whole extended created Spirit, and 
every one of its Parts; which might then, I think, 
be annihilated with their proper Subjects, and yet 
exiſt at the ſame time with other Subjects ; be pre- 
ſent in one part of ſpiritual Subſtance, and diſtant 
from themſelves in another ; be equal to themſelves, 
and unequal in any Proportion, the tenth, hun- 
dredth, thouſandth, and millionth Part of themſelves, 
and at the ſame time be in the like, or in any finite 
Proportion greater than themſelves, in Motion and 
Quietude, at the ſame time, or move towards every 
Point of the Compaſs at once. 

Indeed an infinitely extended Spirit, with the ſame 
numerical Properties, in all its undivided Parts as its 
whole Eſſence, is beyond my Comprehenſion. Upon 
which Suppoſition there would be as much Power 


in a Part commenſurate to the ſmalleſt Space as in 
the Univerſe, and as much in that as in the infinite 


Spaces beyond it. | | 
But can we conceive the Divine Power in the leaſt 

to reach through infinite Space ? or exert it ſelf in- 

finitely beyond its proper Subject? or the leaſt * 


-- 
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of the Divine Eſſence to be commenſurate to his Im- 
menſity? This, I think, we can no more compre- 


hend, than that the ſeveral Subjects of theſe Powers 


ſhould co-exiſt with each qther, or the leaſt Part of 
God's Immenſity be commenſurate to his Infinity. 


Can we eaſily conceive that Numerical Power, that 


is confin'd to the Dimenſions of an Atom, ſhould 
yet create the Univerſe, and continue it in Being? 
When, on this Suppoſition, there muſt be as many 
equal Powers in the Divine Eſſence, as Atoms in it, 


and yet all theſe equal Powers but one and the ſame 


numerical Power; and every Thought would then 
be ſplit into as many Parts of Thought, or multi- 
plied into as many ſimilar Thoughts, as the Parts 
of any Spirit. | 

Should I grant the Poſſibility of ſimilar Modes, 
in every Part of a finite or infinite Spirit; yet the 
ſame numerical Mode of any Being, can, in no Senſe 
in the World, be faid to be like it ſelf ; the Relate 
and Correlate being, in all poſſible Inſtances, di- 
ſtinct from each . | 

Or ſhould we ſuppoſe God to be an infinite un- 
extended Spirit, with a Power only to act through 
the whole Compaſs of infinite Space, this would 
be altogether as unconceivable; for we can no more 
conceive it poſſible for a Being to act where it is not, 
than we can imagine Action without an Agent, or 
Accident without a proper Subject of Inheſion. 

I would not here be thought to determine any 
thing concerning the Extenſion of our Souls, or the 
Infinite Being, for I ſhould think it too great a Pre- 
ſumption in me to attempt to explain it, any more 
than his real Eſſence, and other incommunicable 
Perfections; and am contented at an humble Diſtance 
to admire this, and many other incomprehenſible 


Attributes of the Deity ; leaving the Deciſion of 


this Point to thoſe, who talk as if they could _ 
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the Myſteries of the Divine Nature, and find out 
the Almighty to Perfection. The Truth is, there is 
infinitely more in the Divine Being than any finite 


Mind can form any Idea of: Which we muſt grant, 


unleſs we think we can graſp Infinity, or that our 
moſt enlarged Faculties can bear the leaſt Proportion 
to an infinite Object. | ; | 
Theſe Things being premiſed, I would next im- 
partially examine the Contents of a late Pamphlet, 
calld, A Confutation of my Fifth Propoſition ; 


though I think without Grounds, while my prin- 


cipal Arguments remain unanſwer'd ; which the 
Author, in the firſt Words of it, tells the World 
ſufficiently confutes it ſelf: For it is impoſſible, and 
abſurd, to ſuppoſe that any high Points of Doctrine 
ſhould be reveaPd to Men, which human Under- 
ſtanding cannot comprehend, when they are reveal'd; 
and what cannot be comprehended, cannot poſſibly 
be a Matter or Object of Faith; unleſs we can be- 
lieve without Ideas. e 
Strange! that this Gentleman ſhould not here per- 
ceive my Meaning! Or is it poſſible to expreſs it in 
lainer Words? viz. That there are certain high 
oints of Doctrine, tranſcending human Under- 
ſtanding, either at firſt to diſcover, or when they 
are reveaPd, to demonſtrate or comprehend ; (not 
that they are, or their Exiſtence, Reality and Cer- 
tainty) but how they can be, or the Manner of their 
Exiftence, which may exceed the Power of any 
created Being. Nor do I ever fay that a Thing 
may remain incomprehenſible, after the Revelations 
of it; but only that fome Things may be reveal'd 


in Scripture, the Modus of whoſe Exiftence is in- 


comprehenſible ; as God's Simplicity, Eternity, and 
Immenfity ; and that Father, Son, and Spirit, are 
One Gop : Of all which we have only a general 
Idea, or * 

But 
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But to ſuppoſe, faith he, a Propoſition to be 
27 reveal'd, the very Terms of which are unintelli- 
« gible, as to the Modus of Exiſtence (he ſhould 


have ſaid of ſome Beings) and require another 


« Revelation to explain them, and without which 
« Explanation it is impoſſible to form any Idea of 
“ the Doctrine contained in that Propoſition, and 
« conſequently to believe it, is to ſuppoſe God to 
<« have made mere Sounds to be high Points of 
« Doctrine.” ——— | 

To which I anfwer, That both Reaſon and Re- 
velation atteſt the Exiſtence of a Being, whoſe Modus 
is infinitely beyond the Reach of any finite Mind to 
comprehend, and of the Nature incommunicable 
Perfections of the Deity. We have only a general 
Belief, even without clear and diſtin& Ideas, of the 
Terms; and I hope this Author will grant, with 
the Country Clergyman, that the Manner of their 
Exiſtence is above our Comprehenſion. 

I would therefore aſk him, when he uſes the firſt 
Words of the Lord's Prayer, in what Senſe he be- 
lieves Gad to be in Heaven? Will he ſay, that 
a finite Part of the Divine Eſſence is in Heaven, and 
that all the Divine Perfections are in a part, and yet 
wholly in the whole Divine Eſſence? Then the ſame 


Attribute would be in a part, and whole, or finite 


and infinite. I own, as to my ſelf, I can only ſay, 
that he is in Heaven, Earth, or any other Place, 
in ſome Senſe or other, which I am ſure I cannot, 
and I believe this Gentleman will never be able to 
determine. But will he therefore tell the World, 
that he does not believe that Propoſition ; though 
he cannot clearly explain, or has no determinate 
Idea of its Terms? 

The Eternity of the Divine Being is as demon- 
ſtrable as his Exiſtence ; and though I don't here 
determine, whether *tis ſucceſſive or ſimultaneous, 


5 yet 
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yet I may ſafely ſay, that any poſſible Idea I can 
form of its Nature, is attended with inſuperable Dif- 
ficulties; for what is eternal, ſeems incapable of a 
ſhorter or longer Duration than it always had. 
But how ſtrange and contradictory doth this ſeem 
to be, that there ſhould be no Difference between 
an Hour or Moment, and never ſo many Ages, in 
reſpect of Eternity? We muſt all grant there is 
ſuch a thing as Eternity, and that we are utterly 
unable to explain it. The Simplicity of the Divine 
infinitely extended Eſſence, is as hard to conceive 
as his Eternity; for whatever is extended, whether 
corporeal or ſpiritual, has certainly Parts, whether 
divided or undivided, and theſe as really diſtinct as 
if actually ſeparated from each other, and can no 
more be numerically the ſame, than the ſeveral Spa- 
| ces they fill: *Tis as abſurd to ſay that the Divine 
Eſſence, commenſurare to each of the celeſtial Bo- 
dies, and to the infinite exterior Spaces, is numeri- 
cally the ſame in all theſe, as that they fill the ſame 
Spaces; or that the Divine Eſſence, commenſurate 
to a cubical Inch of Matter, is ſpread through the 
fix*d Stars, as that a cubical Inch of Space is co- 
extended with that in which thoſe vaſt Bodies are 
contain'd ; and how to reconcile this real Difference 
in the Divine Eſſence with his Abſolute Simplicity, 
is, I think, beyond the Skill of any Mortal, to 
which an eſſential Compoſition ſeems as inconſiſtent 
as any material Compoſition whatſoever. In a word, 
I can never reconcile the Doctrine of infinite Ex- 
tenſion with the Simplicity of the Divine Being ; 
for the inſeparable Union of the Divine Subſtance, 
in every Part of infinite Space, will no more prove 
a numerical Unity of its Parts every where, than the 
Impoſſibility of ſeparating the Space commenſurate 
to the Univerſe, from that without it, would con- 
clude both numerically the ſame, or finite to be equal 

to 
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wonder then we 


that the Terms, Father, Son, and Ho 
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to infinite. So what that invifible Link means, that 


ties ſuch different Natures as Bodies and Souls to 


each other, though there is nothing more certain, 
yet nothing in the World is more difficult to be 
explain'd, and can only be refolv'd into the ſove- 
teign Will and Pleafure of that Being that created 


both, and has eſtabliſned a mutual Dependence of 


their Actions and Paſſions on each other: But how 
Spirit can act upon Body, or Body upon Spirit, is 
paſt our Comprehenſion; or what makes the ſeveral 
Parts of extended Spirits to cohere to each other 
(unlefs we fay of Spirit as of the Parts of hard Bo- 
dies) that they are puſh'd to each other by the Im- 
pulſes of an Almighty yoo. þ any other Account 
of their Coheſion, is as much a Secret to the wiſeſt 
Man that ever li“ d, as their real Eſſences: And no 
| now nothing of the ineffable 
Union of the three glorious Perſons in the Divine 
Nature, when we know ſo little of that of our Souls 
to our Bodies | | 
But this Gentleman proceeds, and tells us, 2: "A 
oft, 
*« muſt neceſſarily be underſtood of three Properties 
& or Attributes of the Divine Nature, or of three 
«© Perſons, or intelligent Agents, who have equally 
« belonging to them the one Divine Nature, and 
e ate the One Gop; but they can't mean three 


* Properties or Attributes :” And therefore, p. 6. 


he tells us, it remains only to be conſidered, whe- 
« ther the Doctrine of Three Perſons in one God is 
reveal'd in Scripture, or is, or can poſſibly be 
OE — 4: 

To which I anſwer, That the Scriptures not ha- 
ving fixed the Ideas of Father, Son, and Spirit, or 
having given us no Light in a Matter that is above 
our Comprehenſion, it can be no Prejudice to the 
Trinitarian Caufe, if I do not venture to explain 
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what it has not explain'd, or pretend to give a De- 


finition of a Divine Perſon in other Words, than by 


the Pronouns, J, Thou, and He, or in any other 
Scripture-Terms, to whom it aſcribes divine Per- 


fections; and to the Son particularly, and more 


plainly, in the ſame Terms as to his Father. We 
cannot therefore deny them, in their proper and 
extenſive Senſe, to be the ſame, without me 


the very Nature and Perfections of the God 
Father of Chriſt, as precarious as of his only be- 


gotten Son. 

The Author goes on, p. 6. and ſays, If it is 
« immediately Teltrudtive and contradictory to the 
« Unity of God, with which it is pretended to be 
e conſiſtent, then it is not reveal'd, and neither is, 


«or is poſſible to be true. But *tis certain, that the 
Divine Nature, which is unoriginated, and ſelf- 


« exiſtent, cannot belong to more than one Perſon 
or Agent, without inferring more than one ſelf- 
cc exiſtent Agent or Perſon, that is, more than one 
„ God; which is contradictory to the Unity of 
“ God.” Sg nu 
To which T anſwer, 1. If we could prove it im- 
poſſible, and evidently contrary to our clear and 
diſtin& Ideas, that three Divine Perſons, in every 
poſſible Senſe of the Word Perſon, could exiſt in 
one infinite Eſſence; then no pretended Revelation 
from Heaven, in that Caſe, could be regarded by 
us: For God can never give us clear and diſtinct 


Perceptions of the Impoſſibility of the Exiſtence of 
any one Thing, and yet force our Aﬀent to it by 


a diretly contrary Revelation ; which would be 
plainly to deſtroy all Certainty in every thing, and 
to baniſh Religion out of the World. 

But then, 2. This Gentleman's Miſtake, and 


that of the Unitarian Body, lies in their confound- 
ing a Divine Perſon with a Divine Subſtance. 


Can 
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Can he be certain that Unity of Subſtance infers 
Unity of Perſon ? or that there cannot be diſtinct 
Perſons in one Subſtance ? When nothing in the 
World is more evident, than that the Father and 
Son are diſtin& Perſons, and that the Deity can be 
but one. And Scripture plainly proves the Son to 
have Divine Perfections aſcribed to him, in the 
fame Terms with the Father, which muſt have the 
ſame Meaning in both; unleſs with ſuch Limita- 
tions and Exceptions, which would make it diffi- 
cult, if not impoſſible, to prove the Divinity of the 
latter. And if the Son has the Divine Perfections, 
he muſt have the Divine Eſſence, which is inſepa- 
rable from them. And *tis to no purpoſe to object 
the Impoſſibility of conceiving the Divine Perſons 
in one undivided Eſſence, when the Divine Nature 
and Perfections are equally incomprehenſible ; and 
muſt needs be ſo, to Faculties that have not the 
leaſt Proportion to their infinite Object. — This is 
what the Sacred Oracles, I think, ſufficiently atteſt; 
unleſs the ſame Words have an infinitely different 
Meaning; and nothing is more rational, than to 
give Credit to him, that cannot, and will not de- 
ceive us. c | | 

But if the Unitarians will, after all, tell me we 


can never believe this Doctrine, without a determi- 


nate Idea of Perſon; I would aſk them, whether 
every Part of God's Immenſity, in its ſeveral corre- 
ſpondent Spaces, is, or is not, an intelligent Agent? 
If the former, there would be as many intelligent 
Agents, as Parts in the Divine Being: If the latter, 
then ſome Part or other of God's Immenſity would 
be without Intelligence; which is infinitely repug- 
nant to the Idea of an infinitely perfect Being. 
Or is an infinite Number of finite, intelligent Agents, 
this Gentleman's determinate Idea of infinite Perſon? 


C 2 5 But 


% 


12 The DocTRINE of the 


But to let the World ſee the Perſpicuity and Per- 
tinency of this Author's Definition of an infinitely 
extended Agent, Perſon or God,. I take notice, that 
it may conſiſt of an infinite Number of diſtinct 
though undiyided Parts; every one of which muſt 

be omniſcient, or elſe there would be as many Parts 
in the Divine Omniſcience, as there are diſtinct 
Parts in his Eſſence. And therefore if the whole 
Divine Being is omniſcient, every Part of him muſt 
be omniſcient; for an infinite Number of Parts, 
without the leaft Intelligence, will no more, when 
united, conftitute an infinite Intelligence, than an 
infinite Number of dead, unactive Particles, could 
together ſtrike out a living, active Subſtance. There 
muft be then as many Omniſciences, as there are 
diſſtinct Parts in the Divine Being; of which every 

Part is the only proper Subject, and is what it is, 
and not another: Wherefors there are as many In- 
dividuals and Omniſciences, as Parts in the Divine 
Eſſence. So that an individual, intelligent, active 

Spirit, muſt conſiſt of a Compoſition of infinite 
Individuals ; which is indeed a Diſcavery that dif- 
plays the Sagacity of this Gentleman, and gives us 
a wonderful Idea of his Principle of Unity. 

But, ſays this Author, p. 6. The Trinitarian 
« Doctrine is contradictory to, and fundamentally 
«© deſtructive of the firſt principal Article of all Re- 
s ligion, the Unity of God.“ To prove which he 
tells us, that “the Unity of any Thing is its being 
only what it is, and not another Thing; as one 
„ Peter, one James, one John, one Perſon or 
Agent, and not more than one; and this is in- 
„ tuitive.“ | | 

What a wonderful Diſcovery has this Author here 
made us of the Principle of Unity, when we are 
told it is what jr is, and not another? We are ſure, 
indeed, that every Thing is what it is, and not 3 

| her 
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other Thing: And ſo is his Definition of Unity what 
it is, i. e. tis a Definition that's nothing to his Pur- 
pole ; or that gives us no clearer Idea of Unity, 
than an Identical. Propoſition can do. Befides, at 
this rate, any ignorant Perſon may make a Million 
of Propoſitions, and yet not know one Thing in the 
World thereby: And ſince every Subſtance in the 
World, whether ſimple or compaunded, is what it 
is, and not another; and if Union will not make 
Unity, all the ſeveral Parts of human extended 
Souls, and of the Divine infinite Spur it commen- 
ſurate to all the Parts of infinite Space (being each 
what they are, and not each other) would tully 
anſwer this Author's Definition of Individuals. 

The Unity and Simplicity of the Divine Being 
muſt be more fully and determinately fix'd, or built 
upon a better Foundation than this Author has laid, 
or is capable of laying, to infer any Thing from the 
Doctrine I have advanced, that is incompatible with 
it; or to give us ſuch an Explication of God's Im- 
menſity, as is perfe&ly conſiſtent with it. 

Will he pleaſe to tell me, whether the ſeveral 
Parts of the Divine Eſſence, commenſurate to the 
Sun and Stars, and infinite exterior Spaces, are nu- 
merically the ſame with, or elſe differ from each 


other? If the former; then one individual Sub- 
ſtance would be in each of theſe, and yet infinitely 


beyond them; be commenſurate only to one Part 
of Space, and yet co-extended with infinite Space: 
If the latter; How can an infinite Number of fi- 
nite, and each intelligent, Agents, make one ſimple, 
uncompounded, individual Eſſence, or intelligent 
Agent, unleſs by ſuch an Unian as we cannot con- 
celve or explain? e 
Or will this Author ſay, The ſame numerical 
Powers and Properties are, in the Whole, and every 
Part of God's Immenſity? Or will he tell me, be 
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the ſame numerical Knowledge, Power, and Good- 
neſs, and all the other Perfections of the Deity, 
are both preſent” in, and yet infinitely diſtant from 
their proper Subjects; can act every where, and yet 
not beyond the Dimenſions of an Atom? Or can 
he tell me, How the ſame individual Being can be 
ſaid to act, and not to act at the ſame Time; to 
produce a World by a Power inherent in a Part 
of his Immenſity, commenſurate to it, without the 
leaſt Influence of the infinitely greater Parts of the 
Divine Eſſence on this wondrous Structure? Nor 
have I ever yet ſeen it prov'd, That three Infinites 
are any more inconſiſtent with the Unity of one 
Infinite, than many Finites with one Finite; or that 
three glorious Perſons may not, in ſome Senſe or 
other, make one Divine Subſtance, as well as the 
ſeveral undivided Parts of any finite Spirit, one 
Soul. — | ' 4 = C8741 
The Truth is, when we attempt to explain the 
Unity of an omnipreſent Being, we wade beyond 
our Depth; and only diſcover our Ignorance, whilſt 
we think we diſplay a Genius beyond the reſt of our 
Species. But I have no need to dwell any longer on 
this Subject, when ſo much has been written, to 
ſuch excellent Purpoſe, by Dr. Waterland, upon 
it; to whoſ unanſwer'd Labours, in this and other 
Parts of this Controverſy, I refer this Gentleman. 
*Tis true, he tells us of ſimple, uniform, infinite 
Exiſtence, without a Poſſibility of Separation of 
Parts : But can this be a Definition'of a ſupreme Be- 
ing (if extended) that can any way be reconciPd 
with abſolute Unity and Simplicity? For here /I 
would aſk him, Whether this uniform Eſſence has 
all the Perfections of the Deity in every one of its 
undivided Parts, or not? If the former ; then that 
Part, which only /fills the Dimenſions of an Inch, 
could act throughout all the infinite Spaces, or _ 
| | nitely 
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nitely beyond it ſelf ; which is impoſſible.” If the 
latter; then it would be to Almighty Power as an 
Inch to infinite Space, to which it bears no Propor- 
tion. Or how an infinite Number of Individuals, 


| ſpecifically the ſame with each other, can make an 


Individual; or the fame numerical Being be ſaid to 
act and not to act at the ſame Time; to create a 
World in one Part of Space, with infinite Eaſe, and 
yet not to be able to produce one ſingle Atom of it 
there; and how well this conſiſts with abſolute 
Unity and Simplicity, is not ſo intuitive as this Gen- 
tleman imagines. | 
He alſo ſays, p. 7. Though we cannot, in the 
& Imagination, comprehend what is infinite; yet 
e we can conceive in the Intellect, and clearly un- 
« derſtand it.” But has he then found out the Al- 
mighty to Perfection? or is it ſo obvious to this 
Gentleman's Intellect, that a Being may act at an 
infinite Diſtance from it ſelf? or that the Divine 
Eſſence commenſurate only to a Sand, might cre- 
ate a Star, or Univerſe, or an infinite World with- 
out it? or is Omnipotence made up of an infinite 
Number of finite Powers, which bear no more Pro- 
portion to it, than finite to infinite? | 2 
But he further ſays, in the ſame Page, That © a 
Trinity of ſelf-exiſtent Perſons is demonſtrably 
« Tritbeiſm.” But this is affirm'd without Demon- 
ſtration. I think the Union of the three Perſons 
is too cloſe and ſtrict to admit of the Name and No- 
tion of Tritheiſm; and, I believe, this Author will 


find it a hard Taſk to prove, that no Union what- 


ſocver can be ſufficient to make more Perſons than 
one, in any poſſible Senſe whatſoever, one Sub- 


| ſtance or one God; that is, to prove what he 


knows nothing of, and to demonſtrate withour 
Ideas. The Divine Perſons eſſentially adhering to 
one another, and, after an unſpeakable Manner, 


I Com- 
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comprehending one another, do conſtitute only one 
Subſtance, diſtinguiſned from each other by the 
Pronouns, J, Theu, and He; which mply they are, 
in ſome Senſe or other, Perfons : and, for want of 
a better Word, we uſe the Word Perſon to ex- 
preſs their Diſtinction. And if the Union of three 
infinite Perſons will make three Gods inſeparabl 
united; then inſtead of one Perſon, in this Author's 
Senſe, we ſhould have an infinite Number of Per- 
ſons in inſeparable Union: And I am pretty confl- 
dent he will never be able to clear his own Scheme 
from the ſame Abſurdities he would fix upon mine, 
unleſs Union makes Unity, without which there 
could be no ſuch Thing in the World. In a 
Word, 1 ſhall anſwer this Charge of Tyitbeiſin in 
the Words of Dr. Waterlanyd, firſt Def. p. 331. 
By comparing (faith he) Scripture with Serip- 
< ture, we plainly find, that the Divine Unity is not 
ot an Unity of Perſons : We obſerve there are more 
<6 Perſons than one dignified with the fame Titles 
„ of Lord, Gopy, Sc. inveſted with the ſame 
* high Powers, Attributes, and Perfections; and 
< entitled to the fame Honour, Worſhip and Ado- 
<« ration: And yet the Scripture never tells us of 
« two true Gods; but conſtantly aſſerts, that God is 
© one. We take Notice, that the Father is Febo- 
« wah, and the Son is Febovab; and yet the Lord 
« TFehovah is one Lord. The Father creates, and 
cet the Son creates; and yet we have no Warrant 
c“ to ſay two Creators. The Father is er e 
4 and the Son is worſhipp'd ; and yet we find no 
« Foundation for afferting two Objects of Worſhip, 
4 or two Worſhips. In a word, the Father is God, 
'« and the Son is God, and yet we are no where 
« taught to call them two Gods.” The obvious 
Concluſion from theſe Premiſes is, that they are both 
one God (otherwiſe Ditheiſm is unavoidable) — 
us 
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thus the Scripture Notion of Unity is of more Per- 
ſons than one in the ſame Godhead. | 

This rg _—_— — — Pp. 8.“ That three 
et neceſſarily exiſtent, intelligent Beings, Agen 
« Perſons, or Gods, can no 3 be + Jn. 1 
„ ſame neceffarily exiſtent, intelligent Being, Agent, 
« Perſon, or God, than two deriv'd, and one un- 
« deriy'd, intelligent Being, Agent, or Perſon, can 
* be one and the ſame intelligent Being, Agent, 
« Perſon, or God.” And who can reſiſt a Demon- 
ſtration wrought up to this Evidence ? that three Gods 
can no more be one God, than two deriv*d Beings 
infinitely different from one underiv'd Being can be 


that one God. Tis true, three Gods will never be 


one God ; but it can never be proy'd to be impoſ- 
ſible, that three Perſons,” in inſeparable Union to 
each other, ſhould exiſt in that Divine Subſtance - 
we call God, till we know what they are; and 
that their Co-exiſtence is a Contradiction; or that 
they muſt neceſſarily be as different Subſtances, 
as human Souls or * or any created Beings 
are. To tell us here that we cannot comprehend 
what the Divine Perſons are, in eſſential, inſeparable 
Union, in one Eſſence, is a great Truth, but no- 


| ouch to the Purpoſe; unleſs we prove firſt, that we 
c 


ought to believe nothing that is incomprehenſible ; 
which is, in Effect, to ſay we are to believe nothing 
at all, | 
But this Gentleman's Hypotheſis certainly makes 
two Gods, viz. a great God and a little God, or 
the ſupreme God and a Creature : For between ne- 


ceſſary and precarious Exiſtence, there is no Medi- 
um. And if the Son be God at all, and not the 


ſame God with the Father, he muſt be another 
God. But if two Gods, and two ſupreme Gods be 
the ſame Thing, then Chriſt is no God at all, 
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This Author, indeed, tells us, p. 9. © That to be- 


lieve three diſtinct Perſons the ſupreme God, and 


t yet to be one God, is to believe in Contradiction to 
the cleareſt Ideas; juſt as the Papiſts do, who pre- 
< tend to believe Tranſubſtantiation.” If, indeed, it 
could once be prov*d, That the Doctrine of a Triune 
God was contrary to our clear, diſtin&t Perceptions, 
or upon a Level with Tranſubſtantiation; we were 
then bound to diſcard it as a moſt abſurd, ridiculous 
Doctrine. But this is ſo far from being the Caſe, 
that our Author cannot ſay a Word to prove the leaſt 
Parallel between them. Can he comprehend the 
Divine Nature as fully as he can the Properties of 
Bread ? Or can he bring down the Perſons of the 


Trinity to a Parity with Men; and make them as 


open to our Examination, as a Piece of Bread and a 
Wafer? Or ſhould he not draw different Concluſi- 
ons between Things that are ſubje& to none of our 
Senſes, and Things that are ſubject to them all? 
Let the Unitarians tell us, as often as they pleaſe, 
That three human Perſons cannot be one Subſtance ; 
and therefore *tis impoſſible that three Divine Per- 
ſons ſhould be ſo: For, how do they know, or 
how can they prove the Conſequence ; ſince they 


have no diſtinct Idea of Divine Perſons, or their 


diſtinguiſhing Characters: We can never draw 
certain Concluſions from what we know of our 
ſelves, or any created Beings, and apply them to 
the Creator, whoſe natural Perfections are infinite; 
which one would think ſhould be enough to deter 
us from dogmatically determining in an Affair that 
we know nothing of, and that is as incomprehenſi- 
ble as God himſelf. | 

But yet he tells us, p. 9. © That whatever No- 
tion I take of a Divine Perſon, if I ſuppoſe it 
* ſomething, exiſtent and intelligent Subſtance ; 
« tliree ſuch Perſons, which are diſtin, and are 
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c not one the other; and are each ſelf-exiftent, 


cc intelligent Subſtance, cannot poſſibly be the ſame 
cc infinite, intelligent Subſtance ; any more than 
cc three in Number can be one in Number.” But 


has he not been told, That intelligent, acting Sub- 


ſtance, or intelligent Agent, is not equivalent to 
Perſon ? neither are the Phraſes reciprocal ; but by 
adding to intelligent Agent its not being divided or 
diſtinguiſned into more intelligent Agents, having 
the ſame diſtinctive Characters; and then, I think, 
the Notion of Perſon is compleated. | | 
This Author, indeed, tells us, p. 9, 10. © That 
ce three Perſons, though never ſo cloſely united, 
<< muſt be three united, ſupreme Gods.” By the 
Term Gov, I mean an abſolutely, infinitely per- 
fect Subſtance, ſeparably exiſting from evEry o- 
ther Subſtance : And therefore three Perſons, inti- 
mately united in one Divine Nature, are all but one 
God. We never ſay, that three Perſons are one 
Perſon, or three Gods one God; but yet three Per- 
ſons, in inſeparable Union, may be as truly one 
God, as God in Earth and Heaven, and all the in- 
finite, exterior Spaces; or an infinite Number of 
united, finite, intelligent Agents, may be ſo called ; 
or any finite Number of inſeparable, ſpiritual Parts 
in Union, one Spirit. Or why may not three Infi- 
nites in Union, make one Infinite; as well as any 
finite Number of Finites one Finite ? 
Upon the Whole, I lay no Streſs upon the Dif- 
ficulties that may be rais'd from the Suppoſition of 


three infinite Perſons in one Divine Subſtance ; be- 


cauſe I know not what a Divine Perſon means ; 
and therefore can never be ſure, that more Perſons 
than one in Union, may not exiſt in one Subſtance. 
I very well know, three infinite Perſons can never 
make one infinite Perſon: But no Mortal can afſure 
me, that they cannot * in one Subſtance, But I 
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am as certain as St. Paul can make me, that the 
World's Creation is a ſtrong Proof of God's eternal 
Power and Godhead ; and that, if Scripture Terms 
have any true and proper Meaning, Chriſt muſt be 
the World's Creator. But if this Gentleman has the 
Aſſurance to tell me he has a clear Idea of the Di- 
vine Perſons, I muſt beg him to explain their Na- 
tures, and what he means, by the Derivation of the 
Son and Spirit : Or, whether they are middle Be- 
ings, between the ſupreme, unoriginated God and 
his Creatures; or were not as truly produced out of 
nothing as they? Will he tell me whether the Son 
of God was begotten, or deriv*d from ſomething or 
nothing? Or, if out of nothing, to aſſign the Dif- 
ference between his being derived and created; for 
I own I could never yet perceive it. 

I wonder how this Author could ſay, p. 11. 
«© That I ſeem'd doubtful of my being able to prove 
< the Sameneſs of Subſtance, and Equality of Power 
and Glory in the Holy Ghoſt, with the Fa- 
« ther and Son.” But muſt I preſently doubt of 
any Thing, becauſe I do not fay it is Intuitive, 
or write with the poſitive Airs of this Gentleman ? 
My Words are, p. 187, That though the Name GoD, 
ſhould never be applied to the Holy Ghoſt in Scrip- 
ture; yet if we find bim to be plainly inveſted with 
the infinite Perfettions of the Deity, we have much 
more Reaſon to believe him truly and properly God, 
than if we had only his Name to prove it; which 
ſome Men know how to wreſt to an infinitely inferior 
Senſe and Meaning. Surely, I believe, none but 
this ſagacious Gentleman could have perceiv'd the 
leaſt Appearance of my Doubting from theſe 
Words. i 

This Author paſſing over ſome Pages in my Pro- 
poſition, tells me, p. 11. from my inferring (if the 
Son was made out of a diſtinct Subſtance from God 
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the Father, then chat Subſtance mult de before kim 


Z and ſo he could not be from Eternity) that the ſame 
$ Reaſon would hold againſt the Son's Eternity, al- 
8 though he was begotten, or derived out of the Fa- 
e ther's Subſtance; for ſo this Subſtance muſt be 
— before him. He might well, I think, apprehend 
wm my Meaning to be a voluntary Production; which 
\e could not be from the Divine Subſtance, unleſs God 
e- could make a Part of his own Eſſence to be preca - 
d rious and dependent, and liable to a total Diſſolution. 
of Or is this Gentleman ſure, that what depends upon 
on the Divine Will and Pleaſure, and might never have 
or been, might yet as certainly have been from Eter - 
na nity, as what could never but have been ? Bur, 
for ſaith he, p. 12. the Refult of my Notion of the 

Son's Generation can only conſiſtently be, that he 
11. was not begotten, or derived, either in Time, or 
ove from Eternity; but is the Father's Subſtance it ſelf, 
wer underived, and unbegotten. But, he very well 
Fa- 


knows, I always ſay, the Perſon of the Son, with 


t of that of the Father and Spirit, ſubſiſt in one Divine 
tive, || Subſtance ; but never the leaſt Word of the Son's 
an ? Generation. | 

30D , « But, ſays he, this is the Effect of bad Meta- 
crip- „ phyſicks,” I know this is the common Lan- 
with guage of the Unitarians, whoſe whole Scheme, I 
much || think, is ſupported by bad Metaphyſicks, and 
God, worſe Divinity, | | 
He next tells us, p. 12. that © it does not at all 


ferior | © follow, from the Generation or Derivation of 
e _ * the Son by the Will of the Father, that he is not, 
'dt 


% or may not be eternal, becauſe God, who is ne- 
theſe . ceſſarily eternal, can act always.” What the 
Divine Actions are, or how God acts, I can no 


Pro- | more comprehend, than his Infinite Eſſence. That 

(if the he can do all that is poſſible to be done by an Al- 

| o_ mighty Being, I readily grant; and that he never, 
e : - 
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in Time or Eternity, could do a Contradiction, is 
as certain : But can he ſhew me a more palpable 
Inconſiſtency than eternal Creation? if Mr, Locke 
and Mr. Hhiſton, and I think alinoſt all the learned 
World beſides, truly define Creation ; and can this 
Gentleman give me a hetter Deſcription of it ? 

But, adds he, That Power that cannot be ex- 
cc erted, is no Power at all, or is not an eternal, but 
« only a temporary Power.” God had indeed, 
from Eternity, the ſame Powers and Faculties he 
now has, or he could not do every thing that is 
poſſible to be done: But how a Creature once out 
of Being (if Creation is ® giving Being to that which 
once had none) ſhould be always in Being, is what 
I muſt think impoſſible. Can he tell me any poſ- 
ſible Moment of eternal Creation, wherein an eternal 
Creature might not have exiſted ? Or can he clearly 
conceive, how God could ever be free to create, or 
not create, what had always a Being? Could the 
Power of an Almighty Being from Eternity, to 
make a World, mean any more than that he could 
create it as ſoon as poſſible? Or is it poſſible to 
produce a World out of nothing, in a Moment, 
that was never preſent? Does not God's Power 
from Eternity to create, mean that he had a Power 
from Eternity to give a Beginning of Exiſtence to 
what'was not? Or does not the Power of doing any 
Thing, ſuppoſe the Thing not done? or is not the 
Power of doing what is already done, or to ſuppoſe 
that not to be done which is done, a Contradiction ? 
So that in this Gentleman's Opinion, p. 13. an eter- 
nal Creation hath no Difficulty in it; and, that this 
implies no more than an Effect of a Cauſe; But 
is not this Effect a Production from nothing? Is 
it no Difficulty to our Author to conceive a volun- 
tary Effect coeval with its Cauſe? or an Effect of 
a voluntary Cauſe, that never began to exiſt? Will 

it 
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it follow, that becauſe the Almighty Author of all. 
Beings is eternal, that therefore any particular Effect 
of that Being may be eternal? Is it an eaſy Matter 
with this Gentleman to conceive that an Effect might 
receive Exiſtence by a particular Act, and yet not 
have a firſt Part or Beginning of its ſucceſſive Du- 
ration? And is not every created Being an Effect of 
its Creator? Whenever any Being got Exiſtence, 
does it not plainly imply, that it had it not before 
it got it? or axe not a Beginning and End included 
in the ConcepMn of the creating Energy? If this 
Author finds no Difficulty in all this, *tis what I 
can never get over, nor do I expect to ſee it ever 
well anſwer'd: And if there is any thing in Mr. 
Whiſton's Remarks on this Author's Notion, who 
calls it a deſpiſed, abſurd Tenet, in his Anſwer to 
Lord Nottingham, p. 30. his Metaphyſicks here 
are not of the beſt kind. But he ſeems to have quite 
forgotten he is to anſwer, as well as object. 

But to proceed: The Scriptures, I ſay, which are 
the infallible Dictates of the God of Truth, which 
aſcribe Divine Perfections, Works, and Worſhip, 
to Father and Son, particularly, muſt determine us 
in this Matter. I begin with the Work of Crea- 
tion; and under this Head ſhall offer ſuch further 
Arguments, as appear to me unanſwerably con- 
cluſive, and then anſwer this Gentleman's Remarks. 
Though the Light of Nature will not diſcover the 
exact Proportion of the ſeveral Degrees of Powers, 
that the World's Creator has given to his Creatures 
yet I muſt conclude that thoſe Actions, which the 
Oracles of Truth aſcribe to him, as evident Proofs 
of his eternal Power and Godhead, can never be 
7 by the moſt exalted of his Creatures. 

nd, : 

1. If a finite Power (as being proportionate onl 
to a finite Creation) might have made this World, 


then 
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then I preſume he'll fay with the Country Clergy- 
man, that an infinite Power only would ſeem to be 
roportionate to an infinite World. But if a finite 
World might be produced by a finite Power, it would 
ſeem to follow, that an infinite World might alfo 
be created by a Creature: For if God is omnipotent 
through the whole Extent of his Immenſity, which 
he muſt, unleſs ſome good Reaſon could be affign'd 
why his Almighty Power ſhould not be commen- 


ſurate to his Being, he might create gyery where, as 


well as any where, and therefore he might as eaſily 
produce an infinite as a finite Spirit; which, ſince 
Creation, in this Gentleman's Opinion, is but an 
Act of a finite Power, he might enable to create, 
within the whole Compaſs of its Exiſtence, as in any 
Part of it: For why God could not communicate 
the ſame Powers to every equal Part of this infinite 
Spirit, as to any one Portion of it, I confeſs I can 
never conceive ; which in this Gentleman's Opinion 


could be but a finite Power, in Degree or Intenſity, 


infinitely extended ; which yet would be infinitely 
ſhort of abſolute Omnipotence, in its true and pro- 
— Senſe, and which the Production of an infinite 

orld could no more demonſtrate than of a fingle 
Atom: Whereas the Truth, I think, is, that the 
Power of creating the minuteſt Particle of Matter, 
is incommunicable to any Creature, and an Inſtance 
of Omnipotence; or elſe the Production of an in- 
finite World would never prove it. And here 1 
cannot avoid quoting the Learned Dr. Waterland on 
this Point, Def. I. p. 190, 191. in Anſwer to the 
Country Clergyman, who argues, that * if the Ex- 
<< tent of creating Power was infinite, then the World 
“ muſt be infinite alſo. This, ſays the Doctor, is 
« doing the Buſineſs at once: For if this Reaſoning 
« be juſt, St. Paul's Argument from the Creation, 


for the eternal Power and Godhead of the Creator, 
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<« js render'd inconcluſive; for it will be eaſy to 
<« reply, in contradiction to the Apoſtle's Reaſon- 
« ing, that the Things which are made are finite, 
tand therefore cannot prove the Maker of them to 
be infinite. So that (continues he) the Atheiſts 
« and Unbelievers were not ſo entirely without Ex- 
t cuſe as the good Apoſtle imagined : And, for 
« Reaſons beſt known to your ſelf, ſays he, you do 
not diſtinguiſh between Extent of Power ad intra, 
<« inreſpect of Degree, and Extent of Power ad ex- 
&« fra, in reſpect of the Exerciſe of it.” It ma 
require an infinite Degree of Power to create a Sand, 
though the Extent of this outward Act reaches no 
farther than the Thing created ; and our Diſpute is 
—_ about infinite Extent of Power, in the firſt 

nſe. 

2. If this World's Production from nothing is 
not an Effect of Omnipotence, or what no Creature 
could ever be enabled to produce, then I deſire to 
know whether an omnipotent Act, in this Senſe, 
was, or ever could be exerted by an Almighty Be- 
ing? If not, then he could exert nothing but what 
is infinitely below it: And if the Creation of one 
World does not require Almighty Power, then the 
Production of any finite Number of Worlds, or an 
infinite World, would ſtill be infinitely ſhort of it. 
But would it not ſeem inconſiſtent with the Ideæ of 
an Almighty Being, to be ſo far from an actual Ex- 
ertion of Omniſcience, as ſtill to keep at an infinite 
Diſtance from it? But if Almighty Power ever did 
any thing that he could never enable the moſt glo- 
rious of his Creatures to do, then I deſire this Gen- 
tleman to mention it, and to tell me why God 
ſhould never once appeal to it, or demonſtrate his 
Almighty Power by it, inſtead of appealing to his 
forming the Earth and Heavens, as the inconteſtable 
Proofs of it? Beſides, * 


3. If 
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3. If Creation is not an Exertion of Almighty 
Power, but falls infinitely ſhort of it, tis — 
what ftrange that an infpir'd Apoſtle ſhould tell the 
World, That the eternal Power and Godhead of 
the great Author of the Univerſe would from hence 
be clearly ſeen. We have, indeed, abundant Evi- 
dence of the Being of a God, i. e. of a Being poſ- 


ſeſ:d of all poſhble Perfections, infinitely powerful, 


wiſe and good, ſelf-exiſtent and eternal; which may 
be certainly concluded from the Exiſtence and ad- 
mirable Contrivance of the viſible World. What 
Power mult it needs be to rear this admirable Fa- 
brick of the World out of nothing ? It ſurpaſſes 


the Strength of Angels to create the leaſt Atom, to 


make the leaſt Duſt in the Balance, or Drop in the 
Ocean: Whereas God ſpake only the Word, and 
this vaft Frame ſprung up immediately. How ad- 
mirable was the Contrivance of all the Parts of this 
wondrous Structure l the Heavens are the Work of 
God's Almighty Hand ; not only the Heaven of 
Heavens, where he has choſen to fix his Throne, 
and to diſplay his Glory ; but the ſtarry Firma- 
ment, the Sun, Moon, and Planets : What Marks 
of Divine Wiſdom and Power do theſe diſcover in 
their Number, which, by the Help of Teleſcopes 
eſpecially, is found to be innumerable ! In their 
vaſt Bulk, and immenſe Diſtances ; in their admi- 
rable Order, their regular and ſwift Motions z in 
their moſt convenient Poſitions, their wondertul Pro- 
portions, and happy Influences, and exact Fitneſs 
and Propriety for the ſeveral Purpoſes for which 
they were delign'd ! Not a Creature in the Air, 
Earth, or Sea, but what has a thouſand Wonders 
wrap'd up in it, and vaſtly beyond the Comprehen- 
ſion of Mortals. The almolt infinite Variety o 
Creatures that God has made ; their different Na- 
tures, Properties, and Manner of Production, the 
| E Beauty, 


| 


Fabrick of the World. 
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Beauty, the Elegancy, the admirable Art and Skill 
that is throughout viſible in the Contrivance and 


Make of their Beings ; the Production of Minerals ; 
the Growth of Plants; the Generation and natural 
Inſtincts of all Animals; every Part of Man's Body, 


eſpecially the Powers and Faculties of our Souls ; how 
many thouſand Arguments do each of theſe ſupply, 
of the Exiſtence and Providence of a ſupreme, all- 
wiſe Being! As do alſo the ſupernatural Effects; 
thoſe extraordinary Works of Providence that inter- 
_— the Courſe, and exceed the Power of Nature ; 
of which, we cannot deny but that there have been 
many Inſtances. 

It we give any Credit to the univerſal] Hiſtory of 
all Ages and Nations, particularly thoſe Miracles 
recorded both in the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Teſtament ; they are many of them of ſuch a Nature, 
andjrelated with ſuch Circumſtances, that tis impoſ- 
ſible either that we ſhould be impoſed upon, or that 
God ſhould not be the Author of them : Such were 
the raiſing the Dead, the dividing the Red Sea, and 
ſuch like; which could never have gain'd Belief, or 
been propagated to Poſterity, if they had not been 
really wrought, as is pretended. There could be no 


Impoſture here, as were eaſy to make appear: We 


have, indeed, as many Proofs of an eternal, ſelf. 


exiſtent God, as there are Warks in Nature, or 


Creatures, or Poſſibility of the Productions of new 
Worlds of Creatures. For the Creatures can no 
more ſubſiſt of themſelves, than they could of 
themſelves, from nothing, make the ſtupendous 
The maintaining th's 
World, and all its Parts, in the Order and Har. 
mony we fee it, as much requires the Power and 
Preſence of a God, as Creation, And certainly 


the greater Attractions, by which the heavenly Bo- 
dies are continued in their wondrous, harmonious 
Motions 
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Motions and Situations, and communicate their be- 
neficial Influences to one another ; and the leſs Ar- 
tractions of the ſmall Particles of Bodies, that are 
now the known Cauſes of the Cohæſion of their 
Parts to one another; yea, all magnetical and ele- 
ctrical Attractions, and the Circulation of the ve- 
getable and animal Juices in the exquiſitely ſmall 
Pipes and Canals of both Animals and Vegetables, 
and all muſcular Motions, that ſeem to be intirely 
owing to a divine, immediate Energy, do, beyond 
all Contradiction, prove the Divine Power and 
Preſence (though in an unconceivable Manner) to 
all the Bodies that it actuates. 

I think it is very plain, that all the Creatures 
would immediately fall back again to nothing, out 
of which they were created, if the fame Power were 
not ſtill exerciſed in preſerving them, that firſt made 
them; if his Hand was not continually placed 
underneath to ſupport them : He alone is the great 
Atlas, on whoſe Almighty Shoulders the whole 
Frame of Things depends. No Philoſophy in the 
World is able to explain what ſhould hold the ſe- 
veral Parts of this vaſt Frame of Nature together; 
nor, indeed, what *tis that ſo firmly unites the dif- 
ferent Parts of any material Subſtance whatſoever 
unleſs we reſolve it into a divine Energy and Infly- 
ence, immediately cauſing ſuch a Tendency and 
Inclination of the ſeveral Parts of Matter to each 
other, whereby the Univerſe ſubſiſts, and the pre- 
ſent Frame and Order of Things is continued. We 
draw every Moment's Breath from the great Author 
of our Lives and Beings ; and 'tis by the continual In- 
fluence of the ſame Power and Goodneſs, that firſt 
made us, that we ſtill ſubſiſt; 'tis by his Provi- 
dence that all our Powers and Faculties are ſuſtain'd ; 
there's not any one Power of our Souls, or Senſe, or 
Member of our Bodies, that we can exert ar 
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the Concourſe of his Providence. All the Creatures 
of the World are his Family, that are every Day 
ſupply'd out of the unexhauſted Stores of his infinite 


Bounty. The Heavens declare the Glory of their 


great Creator; it ſhines forth with an admirable Luſtre 
both in the Sun, Moon and Stars, and will ever do 
ſo, till theſe Luminaries of Heaven are themſelves 
extinguiſhed, We ſee with what Chearfulneſs and 
Conſtancy thoſe glorious Bodies make the grand 
Tour of the World ; how, every Day, they renew 
their inceſſant Toil, ſpend their Light and Influen- 
ces, and perform their wonted Courſes ; and why is 
it, but for the Glory of their Maker, and to teach 
us to be as zealous and unwearied as themſelves 
they never once left their appointed Track, or 
ſlack their Motion, but when the Glory of their 
Maker was hereby beſt ſerved. In a Word, there 
is not the moſt contemptible Inſect, or Spire 
of Graſs, but lives and grows to ſerve this End, 
even to the utmoſt of its Capacity, without ever 
contradicting it. Now if all this is a Proof of God's 
eternal Power and Godhead ; will the Unitariass 
venture to tell me, That the Power which is eternal, 
is not Almighty? Or, might not the Infidels of any 
Age have readily reply'd, That that could never be 
a Proof of the eternal Power and Godhead of that 
Being, which was no more than the Production 
of one infinitely below him? And which is more, 
that even that ſuper-angelical Spirit that created the 
World, was only (from what the Unitarians, upon 
their own Scheme, could never prove from Scrip- 
ture to the contrary) a Being created by a ſuperior 
Spirit; and that, it may be, by another in the aſ- 
cending Scale of Spirits; and all theſe no more than 
the finite Productions of the firſt Cauſe and Source 
of all Beings. For if this World's Creation would 
not conclude its Creator to be Almighty, then the 


Omnt- 


30 The DocTRINE of the 
Omnipotence of his immediate Creator, or of an 
indefinite Series of ſuperior Spirits, creating their 
Inferiors (the greateſt Powers, of the hi of 

' which having but a finite Proportion to reſt) 
the Exertions of the firſt Cauſe in its immediate 
Productions, could not hence be prov'd to be an 
Act of Omnipotence. And therefore St. Paul, 
from theſe Effects, could ſcarce - have clearly diſ- 
g * the Almighty Power of the God and Father 

— yok we think an fond Apoſtle would have 
left us this Proof of the Omnipotence of the Supreme 
Being, if it did not carry in it the ſtrongeſt Con- 
victions of its Certainty? Or would he have told 
the World, that thoſe Powers are clearly ſeen from 

' thoſe Effects, which are an evident Demonſtration 
of the Impoſſibility of ſuch a Diſcovery? Would 
not this have expoſed the Oracles of a Divine Spirit, 
or given an Advantage to Infidels beyond a Poſſi- 
bility of its Vindication? Would not the Enemies 
of the Chriſtian Name have immediately inſinuated, 
that this pretended Meſſenger from Heaven, inſtead 
of proving, plainly weaken'd, if not quite deſtroy'd, 
the Force of one of the beſt Arguments that ever 
was, or could be produced, for the Exiſtence of an 
Almighty Being? And what Cauſe or Intereſt this 
Scheme muſt have ſerved, or diſ-ſerved, is very eaſy 
to imagine. I am apt to think, if Omnipotence 
can never be diſcovered from this World's Creation, 

it will be no eaſy Matter to prove it any other 
Way 

1 1 would draw from what I have 

9 aid here, and elſewhere, on this Subject, is, that if 

\ this World's Production is an Effect of Omnipo- 

1 tence, and the Son of God is its true and proper 

Creator, as the Scripture in many Places, beyond 

all reaſonable Contradiction, evinces; then m_ 
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that Almighty Being, whoſe Power and Godhead 
his Works of Wonder ſo fully atteſt and demonſtrate. - 
So that, upon the Unitarian Scheme, the Eternal 
Power and Godhead of the God and Father of 
Chriſt (unleſs. other Texts than Rom. i. 20. can be 
produced, to prove him ſuch) could no more from 
hence be concluded, than of his only begotten Son, 
between whom, and the firſt Cauſe of all, there 
might have been an indefinite Series of ſuperior 
Spirits, with finite Powers, and all created by the 
neceſſary, ſelf-exiſtent Being, whoſe Eternal, but 
not Almighty Power, would from hence appear; 
ſince not one of that Series could be aſſign'd, that 
requir'd, on this Suppoſition, Almighty Power to 
produce it: And if not, it muſt be ſomething in- 
finitely ſhort of it; and the firſt Cauſe of all could 
not from hence be concluded to be an AGO 
Creator, nor could his Godhead ever hence be dif- 
cover'd. Beſides, how can his Eternal Power and 
Godhead be diſplay'd in the Creation of one World, 
if the Action of creating an infinite Number of 
Worlds might be exerted by Spirits indefinitely ſu- 
perior, in their Natures and Powers, to the Son of 
God; which yet being precarious Beings, would be 
infinitely inferior to their Creator? But if the Son 
of God is no true, proper, phyſical Cauſe. of thiy 
World's Production, - and this wondrous Work was 
the ſole Effect Fo his God and Father, I can't ſee 
what tolerable Senſe can be thoſe many 
Scriptures that aſſert it in the plaizeſt Terms ima- 
ginable, and yet mean no more, than that Chriſt 
was, by his Prayers, the Occaſion of God's ſpeak- 
ing this vaſt ſtupendous Fabrick into Being ; as the 
Prophets and Apoſtles were of thoſe Miracles, of 
which God was the true and only Cauſe. Or where 


do we find that God ever ſpoke to Men or Angels, 
upon his working any of thoſe Miracles the Scriptures 
1 mention, 
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mention, Let us open the Eyes of the Blind, or make 
the Deaf to hear, or Dumb to ſpeak, or divide the 
Ocean, or raiſe the Dead, as he once did to his only 

Son, when he is introduced by the inſpired 
Author of the Pentateuch as ſaying to him, Let us 
make Man; which muſt certainly mean more than 
let me make Man, upon my Son's Prayers or De- 


ſires; or let me be the only true and proper Author, 


and my Son be the Occaſion of this wondrous 
Work ? þ | 

I come next to conſider this Author's Replies to 
my Arguments. This Gentleman ſhould have 
plainly told me, whether the Son of God was only 
the Occaſion, or the _ hyſical Cauſe of the 
World's Exiſtence : Bur, inffead of this, he ſays 


I amuſe the Reader with a long Train of Philoſo- 


phical, inſtead of Scripture Arguments, for almoſt 
ten Pages, which are nothing to the Purpoſe. But 
methinks he ſhould have given the World ſome 
better Proofs, that they are nothing to the Purpoſe, 


than by only ſaying it: Would he, or the World 


think, ſuch a Reply from me, a ſufficient Confu- 
tation of what he ſays on this Subject? Or will he 
venture to call this an Anſwer to my Arguments, 
or a Confutation of any Part of my Fifth Propo- 
Ntion ? | | 

But he goes on with telling us, that God was the 


original Cauſe and ſupreme Creator, and Chriſt the 


ſecondary and ſubordinate Agent, without explain- 


ing or telling us what this Miniſterial Agency means. 


Bur what is this, but to believe without Ideas? or 
to ſuppoſe that God hath made mere Sounds to be 
Matters of Faith? Than which nothing can be 
more abſurd, and derogatory to Divine Revelation. 
Let him therefore ſpeak out, and tell me, whether 
he believes the Son of God was the true phyſical 


Cauſe of the World's Exiſtence ; or only the Qc- 


caſion, 


% c 
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caſion, as his Apoſtles were, in the Miracles they 


are ſaid to work, where their Faith and Prayer 


might be concern'd, but not their Power properly 
employed, or exerted ; which any Angel, or Man, 
might have been, as well as he..-I think, in the 
Miracles that are ſaid to be wrought by Men, there 
was either ſome Doctrine that was conteſted, or 
Truth to be confirm'd, or Subjects preſent, to ex- 
pect a Divine Interpoſure ; in all which Inſtances 
God was the only efficient or proper Agent, and 
Men no more than moral Inſtruments: Which, 
I think, we cannot affirm Chriſt to be. Nor will 
the Prepoſition 4%, in Heb, i. 2. and Eph. iii. g. 
where God is ſaid to have made the Worlds, and 
all Things by Chriſt, prove that he acted only as 
the Occaſion of the World's Creation; which is 
ſometimes applied to God the Father, as the Uni- 
tarians have been often told; and ſometimes ex- 
preſſes the prime, efficient Cauſe, as well as d, «x, 
or 7g&, as is evident from Rom. xi. 36. 25 aur, x; 
di avTs Te Taye; that is, of him, and through him, 
are all Things : Which Words are ſpoken of the 
Father, and therefore not as the Occaſion only of 
all Things. And to make the utmoſt Conceſſion 
to the Unitarians, theſe two Texts may poſſibly 
imply ſome Priority of Order in the Firſt Perſon 
of the Ever- bleſſed Trinity to the Second; but no 
eſſential Subordination can ever hence be concluded. 
So Heb. ii. 10, For it became him; 4% & rd Terr», 
i 74 meviz, manifeſtly there relating to the prin- 
cipal Cauſe, and ſupreme Creator of all Things. 
And whenever theſe Prepoſitions are uſed in expręſs 
Contradiction to each other, they can imply only 
a Diſtinction of Perſons, or a Priority of Order in 
the ſacred Trinity, but will never prove an eſſential 
Inferiority in their Natures. And yet this Author 
ſays, P. 14. *Tis obſervable, that the Scripture 

| F 6 neves” 
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e never ſays that Chriſt made the World, or ſtyles 
e him Creator; but always diftinguiſhes his Power 
<« from that of the Supreine God, and Maker of all 
„Things, by ſaying that God created all Things by 

« Jeſus Chriſt, that is, by his Miniſterial Agency.” 
But what is the Difference, between Chriſt's making 
the World, and the World's being made by Chriſt ? 

I muſt again deſire and expect, that this Gentle- 
man, whenever he uſes the Terms, Inſtrument, Sub- 
ordinate, and Miniſterial Agency, would plainly tell 
me, what Ideas he affixes to theſe Words; or elſe 
I ſhall be ready to ſay the Unitarians can ſometimes 
uſe Words without Ideas, becauſe they are willing 


to ſay ſomething, though it is nothing to the Purpoſe. 


*Tis indeed ſcarce conceivable, that the Holy Spirit 
ſhould, in ſuch plain Terms, have told the World, 
that all Things were made by CHRIST, and without 
him there was not any Thing made, that was made; 
and that by him were all Things created that are in 
Heaven and Earth; and that all Things were created 
by him, and for him; which is alſo id of God the 
Father, that he made all Things for himſelf, Prov. 
xvi. 4. if no more was meant by all this, than that 
Chriſt was only the moral Inſtrument, and no Power 
was exerted by him in the World's Creation, which 
might have been as truly ſaid of the meaneſt Man 
upon Earth; if God had, upon his earneſt Prayers, 
or any other Actions of his, that had not the leaſt 
phyſical Influence on the World's Exiſtence, imme- 
diately given it a Being. | | 

But he proceeds, p. 13. How does this Author 
„ know, but that God himſelf having created the 
« Matter or Subſtance of which Things conſiſt, 

gave his Son the Power of framing the whole 
« Creation ?*-— But does not this Gentleman know 
that Chriſt's creating Thrones, Dominions, Princi- 
palities and Powers, muſt mean ſomething more 


2 than 
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than the Father's firſt creating, and then leaving 
them to his Son to frame them? What Notion 
has he of framing the World of Spirits? Can he 
imagine that the God and Father of all firſt gave 
Being to their naked Eſſences, and left to his Son 
to inveſt them with their ſeveral Attributes and Pro- 
rties; or to give them, if extended, a peculiar 
igure, and ſuperficial Arrangement? This, I 
think, he will ſcarce ſay. Beſides, it would then 
have been ſaid, not that God created, but fram'd 
and modell'd all Things by Chriſt: Or in what 
Senſe he who frames this World could be an Inſtru- 


ment in its Creation, I muſt leave it to this Author 


to explain; for how God could be ſaid to create all 
Things by Chrift, or was his Inſtrument or Mini- 
ſterial Agent in producing the material and ſpiritual 
Worlds from nothing, when he had no Concern in 
thoſe Productions, but was the only phyſical Cauſe 
that formed or framed them, I Ki I can by no 
Means apprehend. _ 

But he next demands of me (upon my aſking 
what God could do more than to create this, and an 
indefinite Number of Worlds beſides it) Whether I 
think the infinite Power of the Supreme God is all 
exerted and exhauſted, in the Creation of this, or 
any other finite Syſtem of Beings ? — To which 
I anſwer, No, certainly. But I aſk'd this Queſtion, 
upon the Suppoſition an infinite World was in fact 
impoſſible, and therefore exceeded the Power of an 
Almighty Being: Whereas I now think that the 
Power of creating an infinite World, is ſo far from 
being out of the Reach of an immenſe extended Al- 
mighty Being, that it might be communicated to 
one of his Creatures, as well as of creating an Atom; 
though, I think, all creative Powers peculiar to 
the Deity. 


5 But 
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But the Author concludes this Head, and tells us, 


p. 17. that © God's eternal Power and Godhead are 
clearly ſeen from the Works of Creation; be- 
* cauſe they muſt be the Effect of the Power of 
God immediately, or of a miniſterial Agent em- 


% power'd by him, or derived from him.” But 
ſince, as he ſays, p. 16. that a finite limited Power 
is proportionate to a finite Creation, it might be 
effected by a finite Agent, and therefore would 
never prove its Maker to be infinite ; and St. PauPs 


Proof from the Creation, of the eternal Power and 


Godhead of the Creator, is render*d inconcluſive : 
But if we grant the Son's eternal Power and God- 
head from his creating the World, his infinite Power 


will follow, by neceſſary Inference and Implication. 


But yet this Author ſays, That the Scripture Re- 
velation feems to intimate, that whatever Powers 
are derived to the Son of God, in the Creation and 


Government of the World, the greateſt of theſe are 


not the greateſt that God can and will manifeſt, — 
But where does the Scripture give us the leaſt Hint 


of theſe greater Illuſtrations of his Godhead, Power, 
and other Perfections? Where is it ſaid that his 
Eternal Power and Godhead are more conſpicuous 
in theſe, than in the World's Creation? Is not the 


creating the Earth and Heavens always mentioned 
in Scripture'as the main Proof of the infinite Supe- 


riority of the true God, to thoſe falſe Gods the Pagan 


World adored? Or would the inſpired Writers 


(when they would demonſtrate the Almighty Power 


of the Supreme Being) have mentioned thoſe Acts 


only that are proportionable to the Powers of Crea- 


tures, and wholly omitted thoſe Inſtances that are 
the only Proofs of his Almighty Power and God- 
head? —— But he ſays the Suppoſition of a Power 
of creating Things from Non-Exiſtence, derived 
er communicated from God to another Being, is far 


from 
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from making that Being equal to him in Power, 
he derived all his Power.—But what if 
creative Powers are incommunicable to any created 


| Beings? (as they muſt be, or nothing elſe can lay, 
the leaſt Claim to it; or I beg this Gentleman to 


aſſign it) Andif the Son of God is a true and proper 
Creator, then he muſt be equal in Power to his God 


and Father. 


I come next to examine what this Author objects 
to what I have offered on the Head of Worſhip. 


But Firſt, as preliminary to the Debate on this Point, 


I muſt beg him to tell me what he means by Divine 
Worſhip. As to the Idea of Worſhip in general ; 
though there is no doubt but that all ſuperior, in- _ 
telligent Beings, that are capable of relieving our 
Wants, may claim ſome Worſhip or Homage from 
us, either upon account of their exalted Station in 
the World, or their reſpective Ranks in the Scale 
of Beings : But thoſe whoſe Excellencies are finite, 
precarious, or dependent (though the higheſt of all 
created Beings) can claim no more Worſhip than is 
conſiſtent with their limited Natures, and derived 
Perfections. But this (as I conceive) is no more 
than Civil Worſhip, as the Scriptures ſeem abun- 
dantly to evince. But he who contains all poſſible 
Perfections, that exiſts by a Neceſſity of Nature, 
or cannot admit of the leaſt Addition to, or Dimi- 


nution of his Perfections, is the only Being to whom 


the Scriptures aſcribe religious Worſhip and Ado- 
ration; who, as he infinitely differs from all created 
Beings, ſo the Worſhip that is paid him muſt be as 
different as poſſible from theirs, if it bears any Pro- 
portion to his infinite Nature : And what elſe ſhould 
regulate our Addreſſes to him, is not ſo eaſy to ima- 
gine. That this is the true Idea of Religious Wor- 

ip, ſeems evident from the firſt Commandment, 
and the expreſs Words of our Lord himſelf, 
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Nor does the Scripture give us the leaſt Ground 
to diſtinguiſh divine Worſhip into ſupreme and ſub- 
ordinate, Chriſt, indeed, may be worſhipped as 
Mediator 888 God and Man; and his Wor- 
ſhip, as ſuch, may be called mediatorial Worſhip. 
But Mediation ſurely does not infer the Lay 
of the Mediator to the Perſon with whom he medi- 
ates or intercedes ; any more than one King's becom- 
ing Mcdiator to another King, makes himſelf infe- 
rior in Dignity to the Kin with whom he mediates. 
We worſhip Chriſt as both Mediator and God; 
not with Regard to his Office only, or principally, 
but his Nature; not for his human Nature, but 
becauſe of that divine Nature to which alone any 
Worſhip i is due. 

I think it is plain, that the Angel of the Cove- 
nant was worſhipped with ſupreme Honours by the 
Patriarchs, concluding him to be the moſt high 
God; and never dreaming then of the Diſtinction 
of ſuprerre and ſubordinate Worſhip. And what 
if we ſay, that the Worſhip which our Lord re- 
ceived before he was incarnate, as the ſy 
God, is now commanded to be paid him as Medi- 
ator, by God the Father; but that his Godhead 
was the Standard, and eternal Ground of all Wor- 
ſhip, which we are bound to give him from his 
Life, his Love, and Death. 

I grant we may conſider the Son of God as his 
Father's Inferior in his Office, or as acting the 
Part of a Mediator between his Father and the apo- 
ſtate Race of Man ; or in his human Nature ; and 
when we look upon him as ſuch, we conſider him 
as God incarnate, or inveſted with the divine and 


human Natures ; of which things, infinitely diffe- 


rent from each other, may be ſaid, without the 
leaſt Abſurdity or Contradiction, and to which St. 
John, in ſeveral Places, ſeems to have an immedi- 
ate Relation. 1 
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I could here enumerate many Texts of Scrip- 
ture that are eaſily reconciled to others, upon this 
Suppoſition; but without it ſeem plain Contradi- 
ctions to each other. And truly, why may not one 
that in one Nature is inveſted with all the Perfecti- 
ons of the Deity, in the other, be an impotent, 
dependent, and originally nothing Being? or, in 
one Nature claim the Homage of Men and An- 
gels; and in another, be as ſubje& to his great 
Creator as they? or, why may not the Godhead be 
ſo intimately united to the human Nature, as to 
have thoſe Things predicated of the latter, that afe 
infinitely below the Dignity and Glory of the for- 
mer? or, why might not Chriſt's human Nature 
have a Commiſſion from his Father to judge the 
World ; and yet, in his divine Nature, have an 
originary, independent Right to it, and be infinite- 
ly qualify'd for it? or, why may he not, in his hu- 
man Nature, be conſtituted by his Father's Will 
and Pleaſure, and appointed Sovereign of the Uni- 
verſe; and yet, as God, have a ſovereign, inde- 
pendent Dominion over all created Beings. : 

I muſt leave it to the impartial World to deter- 
mine, with what Truth or Juſtice our Lord could 
tell the World, upon the Unitarian Scheme, that 
all the Father had, was his; unleſs he meant that a 
finite, precarious Being, intirely depending upon 
his Creator in every Thing, was poſſeſs'd of all the 
infinite Perfections of the Deity ; or, that whoſo- 
ever had ſeen him, had ſeen the Father; unleſs two 
infinitely different Beings could perfectly reſemble, 
and adequately repreſent each other. Or, how he 
could fay, That whatſoever Things the Father. doth, 
that doth the Son alſo ; unleſs Impotence could equal 
Omnipotence ; or a finite and limited Power ex- 
tend to the utmoſt Reach of Infinity? Can we pol- 
ſibly think, that one whoſe Powers are only pro- 


portiona! 


portonal co his Eſſence, can perform whatever that 
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ing can do, to whom they do not bear the leaſt 
Proportion ? or, why may we. not, with infinitely 
more Propriety, affirm, That we ſee the greateſt 
Archangel in Heaven in the vileſt Worm, or ten 
Thouſand Worlds in a Grain of Sand? -— Now 
was it probable, or poſſible, that our Lord, who 
was Truth it ſelf, ſhould deſcribe himſelf in the lof- 
ty Characters of the ſupreme Being, and ſoon after 
contradict himſelf, and tell the World, he was infi- 
nitely below him ? or, had he meant that his Fa- 
ther was greater than he, in any other Senſe than in 
his human Nature, or in what related to his medi- 
atorial Office, he would, in effect, have ſaid, That 
he was both God and no God, or Finite and Infi- 


nite; and his Office and Divinity would be over- 


thrown at once; nor could any one of his Miracles 
have then prov'd, that he acted by a divine Com- 
miſſion, or that the Goſpel he publiſh'd to the 
World deſerv'd the leaſt Credit or Commendation. 
To come then to this Gentleman's Remarks on 
what I have ſaid on this Subject of Worſhip : And 


firſt, he inſinuates my Miſtake, p. 17. in ſuppo- 


ſing Chriſt, if begotten, to be a Creature: He ſays, 
« I cannot diſtinguiſh between the ſupreme, uno- 
<« riginated God and a Creature, whom God crea- 
« ted by Jeſus Chriſt,” Yes, I can eaſily diſtin- 
guiſh the two glorious Perſons of the Trinity from 
their Creature ; but not Chriſt from a Creature, if 
he is not the ſupreme God : Becauſe I know no 
Being that is neither created nor uncreated. But 


he ſays, © I ſuppoſe, that ſaying Chriſt is begotten, 


« 1s the ſame as making him a Creature; becauſe 
this ſhews that he is not the unbegotten, ſupreme 

Cn” 
I confeſs Jam at a Loſs to comprehend the Dif- 
ference between what is begotten, in this Author's 
| Senſe, 
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Senſe, or deriv'd out of nothing; and what God 
the Father has created, I know no Medium bo- 
tween an unoriginated Being, and what God the Fa- 
ther has produced out of nothing. IM 

And here I would Leave to quote what the 
learned Dr. Waterland obſerves of ſome Gentlemen 
in the Unitarian Scheme (3d Def. p. 47.) * The? 
< they deny the neceſſary Exiſtence of the Son of 
« God; yet, run them unto the next immediate 
« Conſequence, precarious Exiſtence, and they ate 
« amazed and confounded ; and, inſtead of frank- 
<« ly admitting the Conſequence, they fall to doub- 
<« ling, ſhifting and equivocating in a moſt childiſh 
« Manner. Puſh them a little farther, as making 
« a Creature of God the Son, and they fall to 
<« bleſſing themſelves upon it: They make the 
« Son a Creature! No, not they; God forbid : 
« And they will run you on whole Pages, to ſhew 
« how many Quirks they can invent, to avoid gi- 
<« ving him the Name of a Creature, and at the ſame 
« Time to aſſert the Thing. Carry the Conſe- 
« quence a little lower, till their whole Scheme be- 
« gins to ſhew it ſelf more and more repugnant to 
the Tenor of Scripture ; then what do theſe Men 
« do, but ſhut their Eyes, and ſtop their Ears? 
<< they do not underſtand what you fay ; they will 
e not be anſwerable for. Conſequences. . They ne- 
« yer taught ſuch Things, nor think them fit to be 
« mention'd.” And, p. 48. ſays he, The mean- 
e eſt Reader may here ſre, by this different Con- 
* duct, where Truth, where Integrity, where Rea- 
„ ſon is, and where it is not.“ 

But to proceed; this Author tells me, p. 18. 
That every one that reads the Scripture carefully 
and impartially, muſt ſee that the Son hath re- 
e ceived both his Nature and Perfections (how di- 
vine ſoever they are) by Derivation from the 

G one 
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« one God the Father, by whom he is appointed 
% Mediator.” I believe there are many in the 
Chriftian World that have read it with as much 
Care and Impartiality as this Gentleman, that could 
never ſee how the Son of God could be derived from 
the Father, in this Gentleman's Senſe, and yet be 
neither the ſupreme God, or produced out of no- 
thing. Every one that reads the Scripture, will find 
there, that he that made all Things, is God ; that 
Chriſt made all Things; and without him there was 
nothing made that was made ; as the clear Diſco- 
veries (I think) of eternal Power and Godhead : 
That he and his Father are one, evidently, I con- 
;ceive, implying a Unity of Power (as this Author 
rants) and Perfections in both; or the Jews could 
; be ſo blind as to think that he from hence 
ſhould claim an Equality with his Father, and be 
juſtly deemed a Blaſphemer; and to which impor- 
tant Charge the moſt explicit Declaration of his 
Meaning, no more than a Unity of Agreement, on 
his perfect Reſignation to the Will of the Supreme 
Being, and after Confeſſion of his infinite Inferiority, 
in all his eſſential Perfections to his God and Father, 
might have been expected from one who was the moſt 
perfect Pattern of every Virtue, that ever honour'd 
the World with his Preſence. . 
Well; But he was appointed Mediator, and com- 
manded to be worſhipped. Be it ſoz I can ſee no- 
thing loſt to the Trinitarian Cauſe by this Conceſ- 
fion, whilſt the Mediator here was God, as well as 
Man; the ſecond Perſon of the Ever-bleſſed Trinity, 
inveſted with all the infinite Perfections of the Deity. 
But he aſks, «++ Whether the Acknowledgment 
+ of Chriſt's inviſible Power and Dominion over all, 
„% though given him, is not a religious Adoration, 
e or. only an empty ceremonious Compliment, be- 
cauſe it redounds ultimately to the Glory of g's 
8 « the 
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ed cc the Father? — But is this an Anſwer to my 
che firſt Particular of Worſhip : viz. that if the inter- 
nal Sentiments of the Worſhippers of the different 
Objects of Adoration, ought to be proportion'd to 
the Dignity of their Natures ; or as finite to infinite 
it muſt follow, that the Worſhip of Chriſt would 
be to that of the Father in the ſame Proportion 
which would ſcarce amount to an empty, ceremoni- 
ous Compliment. Whereas, inſtead of diſproving 
my Conſequence, he only asks me, whether this Ac- 
knowledgment of his inviſible Power and Domini- 
on, 1s not a religious Adoration ? which is nothing 
to the purpoſe : For ſurely, he muſt know 1 believe 
his Mediatorial Worſhip to be truly Supreme, be- 
cauſe I know no other, but what is paid to the Su- 
preme Being.— But then he aſks, whether it is only 
am empty, ceremonious Compliment, when it re- 
dounds ultimately to the Glory of God the Father? 
But ſtill, whatever Adoration is given to the God 
and Father of Chriſt (if my firſt Particular of 
Worſhip remains unanſwer'd) the Son's Worſhip is 
no more than a ceremonious Compliment. 

I know it has been often with the utmoſt Con- 
fidence aſſerted, that all the Homage that was ever 
paid to the Son of God terminates on the Father, 

\ and was principally aſcrib'd to him: But yet, I 
com- cannot gather from thoſe Texts of Scripture that 
de no- entitle him to Divine Worſhip and Adoration, why 
oncel-W Bleffing, Honour and Glory, Power and Domini- 
vell as on, jointly aſerib'd to Father and Son, ſhould not 
Trinity, terminate equally on both; ſince they do not give 
elty. us the leaſt Reaſon to the contrary : Nor can I ſee 
gmen'ly how our Lord could have been the proper Object 
ver all of any true Divine Worſhip at all, if he had not 
2 Right as God, to be the ultimate Object of the 
higheſt : Nor will the Unitarians ever be able to 
prove, that his Divine Perfections would not =_ 
| G 2 deen 
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been a ſufficient Ground for him to demand the 


Homage of Men and Angels, without the ſtrict 
Injunctions of God the Father to that Purpoſe : 


Nor would he have been ever capable of receiving 


Divine Honours from all reaſonable Beings, if his 
Nature had not been infinitely more excellent than 
theirs. | 2 


But, the Scripture, it ſeems, tells us, that Chriſt 


is commanded to be worſhipped as God, to the 


Glory of God the Father. 

In anſwer to which, I might take the Liberty 
with Dr. Wade in his Short Enquiry, pag. 55. to 
obſerve, ** that St. Paul does not ſay, Insss xe 
C ev2:&, that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, but d Ins; 
Kxeisde, the Lord Jeſus Chriſt is, de SoZav 3:3 Na+ 
6 7eG, in the Glory of God the Father; and that 
nothing is more frequent than for the Prepoſition 
& to ſignify l in the ſacred Writings: As As 
viii. 23. d £29Anv @xezs, in the Gall of Bitterneſs: 
John i. 18. eie Tov xoxToy 75 Tlarg©, in the Boſom 
of the Father, which ſignifies therefore, that 
Chriſt is in and with God moſt high; or that 
the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the 
<« Son, as our Lord himſelf teſtifies.” Nor can 1 
conceive how any Act of divine Worſhip can be 
ſupreme as it terminates in the Father, ſubordi- 
nate as it is paid to the Son: Or, how an inferi- 
or Degree of Worſhip, when paid to a Creature, 


cc 
« 
«cc 
e 
(e 


can any more terminate on the Supreme Being, 


than he can be the Object of inferior Worſhip.— 
But this Author proceeds, The Worſhipping 


„ Chriſt as Mediator, and by the Command of the 


Father, and finally to his Glory, is ſo far (as 1 
weakly alledge) from taking away any Part 0 
the Glory or Worſhip dye to the ſupreme God, 
that it is an immediate Acknowledgment of the 
*« ſupreme Worthip which is due to the Father 

] 


** only.” 3 
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\ I confeſs I am ſo weak as to apprehend that if 
Divine Worſhip is appropriated to the ſupreme, 
independent, and original Cauſe of all Things (as 
the firſt Command, confirm'd by our Lord himſelf, 
lainly inſinuates) and if the-Son of God is infinite- 
y below him, and claims any Part of Divine Wor- 
ſhip by his Father's Command; and if the Diſtinc- 
tion of ſupreme and ſubordinate Worſhip ſuppoſes 
Parts or Degrees in it ; and the very Reaſon of the 
Worſhip of the Son of God, is, becauſe God hath 
commanded it; and not that all Divine Worſhip is 
confin'd to God only, on Account of his infinitely 
excellent Nature, then he might have given away 
as much of his Glory to his Creatures, or divide 
it between himſelf and them, according to his ſo- 
vereign Command and Pleaſure. 

But (2.) If ever religious Worſhip had, by Di- 
vine Appointment, been deſign*d to be divided be- 
twixt God and the higheſt and moſt excellent of his 
Creatures, he would (I think) have told us the ex- 
act Proportion of it, and we might then have ex- 
pected from a God of infinite Goodneſs, to be ſhewn 
the preciſe Difference, in every Act of religious A- 
doration, of the Worſhip we are to aſcribe both to 
God the Father and his only begotten Son ; leſt we 
ſhould run into the heinous Guilt of giving the moſt 
excellent of Creatures more than his due, to the 
Prejudice of the Rights of the ſupreme Being: 
Surely that God, that in infinite Mercy to Mankind, 
ſent his Son from Heaven to bring Life and a glo- 
rious Immortality to Light to us, would not leave 


the Chriſtian World in the utmoſt Uncertainties in 


a Matter of ſuch Importance. | 
But yet, faith this Author, pag. 19. God might, 
** without diminiſhing the leat of his Glory, com- 
** mand one to be worſhipp'd in Subordination to 
' Himel? Bax cam we think that the $00 of 
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Place, we muſt worſhip the Lord our God, and 


God would in the ſtrongeſt Terms have ſtrengthen'd 
the Obligation of the firſt Commandment on all 
Chriſtians to the End of Time, in thoſe Words, 
Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him _ 


ſhalt thou ſerve ;, and yet ſuffer himſelf to be made 


the Object of the Adoration of the Chriſtian World, 
if he had not been inveſted with the infinite Per- 
fections of the Deity? Can we think that he, who 
was the Pattern of Truth and Purity, would 
tell the Father of Lies, that God only was to be a- 
dor'd, and at the fame Time enjoin all Men, to the 
End of Time, to pay religious Homage to himſelf, 


as another God, eſſentially different from the God 


and Father of all? What muſt the Devil himſelf 
have thought of our bleſſed Saviour, if a Creature, 
if he had told him, after he knew it to be the 
Duty of Angels and Men, by a Divine Command, 
to pay him Divine Worſhip, that thou ſhalt worſhip 
the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve? 
Might he not have reply'd, he knew the contrary 


Was as true as the Goſpel it ſelf? Would not the firſt 


Commandment have been enjoin'd in theſe Words; 
Thou ſhalt have no ather Gods before me, and thoſe 


whom I command thee to worſhip? Or, would 


not our Lord have enfore*d this Senſe of it; and 
exclaim'd all Divine Honours, after he had told 
the Devil in the ſtrongeſt Terms, that they were 
the peculiar Rights of his God and Father ? What 
could more affront the God of Truth, or give 
greater Advantage to the Devil and the Fews, the 
implacable Enemies of Chrift and Chriſtianity, than 
to make thoſe Commands that are the Dictates of in- 
finite Wiſdom, unſpotted Purity, and inviolable Truth, 
to claſh and contradict each other? Or, is it conſiſtent 
with the Character of the pureſt and moſt innocent 
Perſon that ever livd in the World, to ſay in one 


ſerve 
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ſerve him only; and in another, command us to ho- 
nour him as we honour the Father, if he had been no 
more than the moſt glorious of all his Creatures? What- 
ever this Author may ſay to the contrary, if reli- 
gious Worſhip that is paid to any Creature by 
a Divine Command, depend entirely on the Father's 
Sovereign Will and Pleaſure, he might, as far as I 
can fee, oblige us to pay him all that Worſhip, 
that he has made us capable of performing. | 
He next tells us, that . Idolatry conſiſts not in 
« worſhipping more than one ſupreme God, but 
jn giving religious Adoration to other Perſons be- 
« fides the ſupreme God, without his expreſs Com- 
* mand for ſo doing.” pag. 20. Whereas, I think, 
Idolatry is the paying religious Worſhip to any 
Thing that has not divine Perfeftions, or is a mere 
precarious Being; as Gal. iv. 8. ſufficiently evinces; 
where the Galatians were juſtly blamed for the 
Worſhip of other Gods, not becauſe they had no 
real or true divine Power, and Authority committed 
to them from the ſupreme God, which this Author 
can never ſhew to be the Meaning of [by Nature 
Gods] but which had not the Nature of Gods, or 
what was neceſſary to make them Gods. | Beſides, 
Gods by Nature, can never ſignify Authority and 
Power, unleſs it could be prov'd, that Dominion 
7ere could be without any Subjects, or, that the ſupreme 
That Cauſe of all Things could be a real Sovereign, an 
zive infinite Number of Ages before the Subjects of his 
the Dominion had a Being; which he certainly was, 
chan or would have been truly God, tho? he had never 
fin- given a Being to the World, or had put a final Pe- 
ruth, riod to all Tnings he ever made. 
ſtent He, who was from Eternity God, muſt, ſurely, 
ocent then be God in a very different Senſe from what this 
+ one | Gentleman has here ſuppos'd; and what can that be, 
and || but to be poſſeſs'd of all the infinite Glories of 1 
ES | Deity 
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Deity? Nor can I poſſibly ſee in what other Senſe 
or Acceptation of the Word [Gods] in that Text, 
can be underſtood ; nor, how any Being that is not 
God by Nature in this Senſe, ' can lay the leaſt 
Claim to Divine Worſhip. — But yet, faith this 
Gentleman, pag. 21. The Worſhip of Chriſt is 
<< never founded on his being by Nature God, but 
* always founded on that Authority committed to 
him, by him who hath made him Judge both of 
e the Quick and Dead.“ But will he grant him 
to be God before this World commenc'd ? Or, can 
he deny him to be the World's Creator? Or, can 
any Thing in the World give him a better Title to 
be ador'd by Men and Angels than that he firſt pro- 
duc d them into Being? And if this World is once 
in Scripture ſaid to be created for the Pleaſure of 
the Father, it is ſaid to be created both by and for 
the Son; which ſeems to be as ſtrong and ſignifica- 
tive as the other Expreſſion: And has not Chriſt 
commanded us to worſhip the Father, as well as 
the Father, him? And can we hence conclude that 
the Father ought not to be ſupremely ador'd ? This 
Author can never prove that his being. God, and 
the World's Creator, cannot give him a ſufficient 
Title to receive the Homage of the World which 
he has made. But, does not our. Lord himſelf ſay, 
pag. 22. Jobn v. 19, 23. that God hath committed 
all Judgment unto the Son, that we ſhould honour 
him as we honour the Father ? But has not this Gen- 
tleman been told, Second Defence, pag. 381. that 
the Father committed it to him for this End and Pur- 
poſe, that Men might be ſenſible of the Dignity and 
Divinity of his Perſon, and thereupon adore him? 
Or, that he ated as a Mediator, by a Commiſſion from 
the Father (as the former Words of the 19th Verſe 
of Fohn v. imply) but then it follows, for whatever 
Things he doth, theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe : 


that 


a? 
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| that is, there is no Degree of Divine Power which 


the Father — for producing Effects, which 
is not exerted by the Son alſo: For, were more 
employ'd by the Father than the Son, how could it 
be ſaid, that whatſoever the Father doth, theſe alſo 
doth the Son likewiſe. But if the Things done by 
the Father's Power are alike perform'd by the Son, 
their Power is equal fo far as it is known, and 


| therefore they are one neceſſary, eternal Being; and 


to convince the Warld of which, all Judgment was 
committed to him. That the Son ſhould do no- 
thing but by Commiſſion, when he can do every 
Thing the Father does; or that a Creature ſhould 
be commiſſion'd to do whatever one that is infinite- 
ly above him does, would be ftrange indeed : 
But there is no Abſurdity in affirming one that is not- 
ſupreme in Order and Office, (as this Gentleman 
knows the Country Clergyman has been told by 
Dr. Waterland, Defence 2. pag. 416.) to be com- 
miſſion*d by one that is ſuperior in Office. | 
This Author is pleas'd to ſay, pag. 22. and which 
he thinks a ſufficient Reply to my 4th and 5th 
Particulars of Worſhip, from pag. 135, to 142. 
that all I there offer is moſt abſurd Reaſoning ; for 
which the World muſt take his Word; for he can 
give no better Prodf of its Abſurdity (which is none 
at all) than our Lord's Miracles, which would in- 
deed prove his divine Miſſion, but by no meang, 
conclude him, if a Creature, to be the proper Ob- 
ject of religious Adoration, in Contradiction to his 
own Words, and thoſe of the firſt Commandment. — 
But, he tells us, pag. 23. in his Anſwer to my 4th 
Particular of Worſhip, that the Jews could never 
object their Law againſt our Lord's being honour'd 
as the Meſſias, if he could but convince them by 
his Miracles, that he was the Chriſt. — IS. 
But if Chrift was truly God in the Senſe of this 
H Author, 
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Author, and the Object of the religious Adoration 
of Men and Angels, then he muſt either be one 
God with the Father, or another God. If the latter, 
then here is another God diſtin&t from the God of 
the Jews, or another diſtinct Lord God: To wor- 
ſhip, therefore, whom, would be directly contrary 
to his own Words, Matth. iv., 20. and to give 
ſubordinate Worſhip to another God, in direct Vio- 
lation of the Jewiſb Law. — 

But yet he ſays, pag. 23. * In declaring the 
« Honour due to him, he neither enjoin'd them 
<« to give ſupreme or ſubordinate Worſhip to ano- 
« ther God, or to worſhip himſelf the Meſſiah as 


being the ſupreme God.“ But is not Chriſt, 


according to this Gentleman, another Lord God, who 
is called both Lord and God? and is not his Wor- 
ſhip then diſtinct from that of the God of the Jews ? 

He proceeds, pag. 23, 24. Our Lord taught his 
% Diſciples to pray to the one God the Father in 
«© his Name, to whom he alſo pray'd. ” 

The ſecond glorious Perſon of the Trinity was 
pleas'd in the Fullneſs of Time, to unite himſelf to a 


true Body, that was animated by a human Soul, 


that was ſubject to all the innocent Infirmities of 
human Nature, expos'd to the Wants and Weak- 
neſs, and innumerable Calamities of this mortal 
State, and longing, with a perfect Submiſſion to 
the great Arbiter of all Events, to be freed entirely 
from them; it was, no doubt, his unſpeakable In- 
tereſt, as well as indiſpenſable Duty, to make his 
humble Addreſſes to one that was infinitely able to 
help him. But his Divine Nature having an in- 
exhauſtible Fullneſs of all Good in it ſelf, and in- 
finitely remov'd from all Natural, as well as 
Moral Evil, could never want any thing, nor do 
any thing that was inconſiſtent with his infinite Per- 
fections, of whom it cannot be prov'd, that he offer- 
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edi any one Supplication in any one of the numerous 


Addreſſes, that (as Man) he made to his Father; tho 
as Mediator, he might ſometimes addreſs him, 
without the leaſt Impeachment of his Divinity, 
though his human Nature only needed the Com- 
munications of the divine Bounty, as that alone 
could be the proper Object of infinite Pity and 
Compaſſion. | 

But, ſays he, He never throughout the Goſpel 
<« teaches us to pray to himſelf ; nor did the Apo- 
« ſtles in their Epiſtles ever pray to him, or direct 
« Chriſtians to invocate him in their Prayers.“ 
Then Chriſt is no Object of religious Adoration, . 
and therefore not to be worſhipp*d at all. Our 
Lord indeed tells his Diſciples, Fobn xvi. 23. that 
the Time was at Hand, when they ſhould aſk no- 
thing from him, but all from his Father, in his 
Name; yet this ſeems to prove no more, than that 
the Divine Spirit upon his Deſcent from Heaven, 
ſhould ſo far enlighten their dark Minds, and give 
them ſuch clear Perceptions of Cceleſtial Objects, 
and of their Duty to the ſupreme Being, as would 
ſuperſede the leaſt Neceſſity of their immediate Ap- 
plication to him, to reſolve their Doubts and Dif- 
ficulties in the great Concerns of their Souls, and 
the eternal World. 1 | 

But, I think (and this Author can never prove 
to the contrary) that there a as plain, tho? not ſo 
many Texts in the Bible, that aſcribe Divine Wor- 
ſhip to the Son, as to the Father. Under the 0/4 
Teſtament, we find the Angel of the Covenant per- 
mitted Jacob to offer Sacrifice, and make a religi- 
ous Vow to him; and commanded him to erect an 
Altar to him at Bethel: And can we think he would 
have allow'd this, if he was not truly and properly 
the Object of religious Adoration ? Now, if this is 


plain direct Act of religious Worſhip, and this 


H 2 holy 
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holy Patriarch doth not give the leaſt Hint of any 
ſuperior Worſhip that was ever paid to any other 
Being, I think we have the utmoſt Reaſon to con- 
clude, the Son has the ſame Divine Honours given 
him with the Father. And in the New Teſtament 
wie find St. Stephen reſigning his departing Soul in- 
to the Hands of his Saviour, with this Petition, 
Lord Feſus, receive my Spirit, And what will this 
Author ſay to the expreſs Words of St. Paul, in 
1 Theſſ. iii. 11. Now God himſelf, and our Lord Fe- 
ſus, direft our Way unto you; who takes care of 
our Affairs, (as Sclictingius obſerves) and therefore, 
we deſervedly invoke him in our Neceſlities. So 
the Son, we find, has Glory and Dominion for 
ever and ever aſcrib'd to him ; and Bleſſing, Ho- 
nour and Glory to the Lamb for ever and ever: Nay, 
even the whole Canon of Scripture is cloſed with a 
direct Addreſs to Chriſt in theſe Words, Even ſo 
come, Lord Feſus, This Author grants we are to 
worſhip God the Father in the Name of the. Me- 
diator, but if the Mediator is both God and Man, 
then Mediatorial Worſhip muſt coincide with Di- 
vine; and in this Senſe the Son would be as truly 
ador*d as the Father. 
This Gentleman next tells me, I cite ſeveral Texts, 
as Heb. 1. 6. Fobn v. 23. Phil. ii. 10. and Rev. v. 
12, 13, Without at all knowing what they mean ; 
and, if I underſtoogd thoſe Texts, I ſhould be 
aſham*d to urge them to prove that the Worſhip of 
the Son of God muſt be the ſame with the Fa- 
ther's, &c.——If he will exerciſe a little Patience, 
I hope hell then think, I have no Reaſon to be 
aſham'd to urge Chriſt's Worſhip to be the ſame 
with that of the Father, when I tell him my Mean- 
ing; that when all the Angels of God are bid to 
worſhip him, and were charg'd to honour him as 
we do the Father, and he is worſhipp'd in ä 
| * 


Ever-bleſſed TR INIT V defended. 53 


by the Church triumphant ; and if this Gentleman 
can never prove, that God would or could have al- 
low'd or required Divine Worſhip to have been gi- 
ven to the Son, if any Eſſential Divine Perfection 
in which religious Worſhip is fouuded, had been 
wanting; or who had not an antecedent Right to 
our Worſhip in Reaſon and Nature; when, I ſay, 
he has thought on this Matter more maturely, I 1 
hope, he'll endeavour to write with a little more 
Decency for the future. But, I am really amaz d 
to find him tell me in the ſame Page, that Chriſt's 
own Declaration, of every thing he has, being gi- 
ven him, as I ſee and own, pag. 141. evidently im- 
plies that his Worſhip was ſubordinate. But where 
will he find this Conceſſion of mine in that Page ? 
Surely this Gentleman writes in haſte, or he would 
never have made Chriſt ſpeak the Devil's Words, 
and then tell the World, that from hence, I ſee and own 
his Worſhip to be ſubordinate. I hope, he thinks 
I have better Manners than to retort his own Words 
upon him, and tell him, one would think be bas no 
more Underſtanding than a Child, or, goes on in an 
inconſiderate manner. My Words are, upon our 
Lord's telling the Devil, thou ſbalt worſhip the 


Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve; the 


Devil might readily have replied, he never demand- 
ed ſupreme Worſhip (as his Anſwer to the Son of 
God, that all this World's Riches, Honours and 


Glories were given him, evidently implies) but on- 


ly a lower Degree of Worſhip, from which the 
Text our Lord cites could not exclude him, and 
which the Devil might, and would no doubr, have 
immediately ſuggeſted, if it had been in the leaſt 
to his Purpoſe. But as to thoſe Texts, he ſays, I 
2 without knowing what they mean —It is, I 

ink, unanſwerably evident, they enjoin the Son 
of God direct Worſhip and Adoration; nor > 
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he offered one Word to diſprove the Aſſertion. 
And agreeable to this was our Lord's conſtant Con- 
duct with relation to People's Behaviour towards 
him, when they fell down to worſhip and adore 
him, he never told them, as Peter did Cornelius, 


Stand up, I my ſelf alſo am a Man; or as Paul 


and Barnabas at Lyſtza; or as the Angel twice to 


 Fobn, I am thy fellow Servant, worſhip God: No- 


thing, of this ever drop'd from the Mouth of the 
meekeſt and moſt humble Perſon that ever liv'd in 
the World, but he receiv'd the Adoration of Men 
and Angels, without the leaft Intimation that they 
were not his due; but the higheſt Orders of all cre- 
ated Beings, whether Thrones, Dominions, Princi- 
palities, and Powers, all worſhip him by whom 
they were created, and by whom they conſiſt. Nor 


can I, upon the beſt Examination I can make, find 


the leaſt Difference in the Adoration paid him by 

the Angels that ſurround his Throne, and his God 

and Father. | * 
The Honour of the Son is, indeed, often repre- 


ſented in Scripture, as beſtow'd upon the Work of 


Redemption, p. 26. and therefore it is ſaid, God 
bas highly exalted him, and given him a Name which 
ig above every Name; and this is alſo the plain 


Language of the heavenly Cry, Worthy is the Lamb 


that was ſlain to receive Power, and Riches, and 
Wiſdom, and Strength, and Honour, and Glory, and 
Bleſſing, which is deſervedly repreſented as a power- 
ful Inducement to us, to pay him that Honour and 


Worſhip which the eſſential Excellency of his Per- 


ſon, and his glorious Works demand. But as to 
the true Meaning of Chriſt's heing exalted, has 
this Author forgot Dr. Waterlaud's Remark upon 
it? which is by proclaiming and publiſhing his 
Praiſes to the World: Has he forgot that that learn- 
ed Gentleman once challeng'd the Country Clergy- 

| | man 
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man * to produce above thirty Inſtances to one, 
both from the Scriptures and Apochrypha, for his 
Senſe of e, and © tell me, ſaith he, why - 


'6C uvalow may not be as well ſo uſed as og, and 


« Pl ſtand corrected.“ And if ſo, the Worſhip 
of God the Father may be founded on his being 
exalted by the Son, as well as that of the Son by 
the Father. rok vet. # me 

This Author, tells us, p. 27. that “we ſhould 
c not confound the Worſhip of the Father and Son, 
<« leſt while we vainly pretend to honour God and 


his Chriſt by an uncommanded Service, we wor- 


« ſhip we know not what, and inſtead of honour- 
« ing the Son, really diſhonour both the Father 
<« and the Son.“ — But, I hope, he will give me 
leave to aſk him, whether they can honour Chriſt, 
who diveſt him of the high Titles of God, Vleſſed 
for ever, true God, and Almighty, and ſink him 
into a Creature, if the Production of a World from 
nothing, will prove him ſuch a one ? 1 

I had ſaid, P. 147. that if we really worſhip 
<« the Son of God with inferior Worſhip, we can 
<« never be ſaid to worſhip. the Father thro? him, 
to whom we cannot give ſubordinate Worſhip. 

As if, faith this Author, we could, without 
the greateſt Abſurdity and Soleciſm, be ſaid to 
« worſhip God, thro' Chriſt the Son of God; if 
he thro? whom God is worſhipped, is himſelf the 
„ ſupreme God.” p. 28, But what Abſurdity or 
Soleciſm is there in ſaying, we may worſhip God 
the Father thro* Chriſt the Mediator, who is the 
ſupreme God, or he could have no Divine Wor- 
ſhip paid him? or, as if applying to him as Me- 


diator could be ſupreme Worſhip. — Yes, as the 


Mediator, conſiſting of the human Nature, and the 
ſecond Perſon of the glorious 'Trinity ſubliſting in 


Second Defence, pag. 223. 
the 
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the Deity 3 as he has been often told, but never yet 
confuted. | s HAS. 
« The worſhipping Chriſt as Lord, to the Glory 
of God the Father, can't os he) with the leaſt 
« Appearance of Reaſon, be call'd, giving ſub- 
< ordinate Worſhip to the Father - But how can 
it be otherwiſe, if the numerical Act of Worſhip- 
Ping the Son, terminates in the Father ? And how 
can the ſame Act be both ſupreme and ſubordinate ? 
But, faith he, „The giving to God the Father 
« primarily and finally the Glory of that ſubordi- 
c nate Worſhip which we pay to the Son, is gi- 
te ving proper and ſupreme Worſhip to God the 
“ Father.” But ſtill, the very Act of ſubordinate 
Worſhip that is paid to the Son, cannot be ſu- 
me Worſhip : But if it terminates on the Son 
it is ultimate, and on the Father it is ſupreme ; | 
and if it is really Divine Worſhip that is paid to 
him it cannot be ſubordinate. For, if he is truly 
the ſupreme God, as I think, I have fully prov'd 
from his creating the World, and he commands us 
to worſhip the Father, the Worſhip of the Father 
may be as truly ſaid to redound to the Glory of the 
Son, as that of the Son to the Father. Tho' Dr. 
Wade's Explication of this Text will entirely defeat 
this Gentleman's Argument, and prevent any Sur- 
prize from the imaginary Weakneſs of my Reaſoning. 
He next conſiders what I have offered to prove 
that Chriſt had a human Soul, as well as Body 
united to his Divine Nature, and conſtituti 
together one Perſon: And the firſt Remark he here 
makes from my quoting Heb. ii. 17. and Lake ii. 
52. is, that my Talent does not lie in explaining 
Scripture : But what then ! I have the Happineſs to 
have one on my Side, who, I believe, he will not 
{cruple to own, is as good an Expoſitor as himſelf, 
viz, Dr. Whitby, who underſtands Luke ii. 52. as 
| _ ſpoken 
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ſpoken of Chriſt only according to his human Na- 
ture. | | 

But, he fays, p. 29. © it clearly appears from 

<« ſeveral Scriptures and the whole Tenor of Scrip- 

« ture, that Chriſt is neither a mere Man, nor two 


; « diftin&t Perſons, one human and the other di- 
- « vine.“ And yet ſuch our Lord calls himſelf, 
r Jobn viii. 40. A Man that hath told you the Truth : 

and St. Paul in many Places, as 1 Tim. ii. 5. Rom. v. 
r 15. 1 Cor. xiv. 21, 45, 47. and Heb. ii. 17. But 


if Chriſt had a human Soul, why muſt it hence fol- 
low that he has two Perſons ? The Scriptures al- 
ways ſuppoſe two Natures m one Perſon; as to 
his human Nature, he is faid to have increas'd in 
Wiſdom 3 but can we imagine one who was the 
World's Creator and Preſerver, before his Incarna- 
tion, and who knew all Men, and all Things, and 
all Hearts, ſhould yet know no more than an Infant 
on his firſt Entrance into an human Body ? I believe 
the impartialWorld will judge, this Gentleman would 
have written to much better purpoſe, if, inſtead of 
telling me, my Talent does not lie in explaining 
Scripture, he had more plainly diſcovered his Ta- 
lent in anſwering my Arguments on this Head, 
But, faith he, the Scriptures, on one hand, ne- 
<«< yer teach that Chriſt took a human Soul, without 
« which he could not be a human Perfon, tho? 
* he might properly be a Man.“ That his hu- 
man Nature united to his Divine, was not a hu- 
ting, man Perſon, I grant; but what I aſſert is, that 
here his two Natures together made one Perſon, which 
te ii. he can never prove abſurd or impoſſible : But that 
ning Ihe could be properly a Man without a human Soul, 
fs to is what I can never grant. | 
| not For, (1.) The Unitarians, I think, will grant 
nſelf, n ſpecifick Difference in the ſpiritual as well as in 
2, as the corporeal World, unleſs they'll venture to ſay, 
| I there 
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there is but one kind of Spirits in the Univerſe, - or 
that the Souls from the vileſt Inſects on Earth, to 
the greateſt Archangel in Heaven, or God himſelf, 
are of the ſame Species. No Mortal, I think, 
can ſay, but that there may be as great a Variety 
of Kinds in the World of Spirits, from the Soul of 
the lgweſt Inſet, to thoſe of the firſt Rank of Spi- 
rits in Heaven, as there is between a Clod of Earth 
and a human Body. 2 | 

(2.) *Tis an indiſputable Truth, ſince the real 
Eſſences of Spirits are unknown, that they are to 
be rang'd under their ſeveral Species by their known 
diſtinguiſhing Properties, which make, what Phi- 
loſophers call the nominal Eſſence; and this the 
Unitarians and all the World muſt grant, till they 
can aſſign a better Idea of their ſpecifick Differences, 
which, I believe, we muſt wait a long time to 
ſee. And, | 

(3.) They muſt grant, Man conſiſting of a ra- 
tional, Soul as well as Body, is diſtinguiſh'd from 
the inferior Rank of Animals by his known ſpi- 
ritual, as well as corporeal Properties; or elle, 
tis impoſſible for us to aſſign any other Difference be- 
tween them of whoſe real Eſſences we know nothing. 

And therefore, (4:) It muſt follow, that a Super- 
angelical Spirit, inconceivably ſuperior to human 
Souls or Angels, and differing more from the for- 
mer than they from the meaneſt Spirit God ever 
created (if a Power to create a World is a Proof of 
ſuch a Difference) informing or animating a human 
Body, could no more conſtitute a Man, than one 
Man could be inconceivably more different from 
another, than from a Brute or Angel, or as a Crea- 
ture from his Creator. 

But will the Unitarians tell us, that the human 
Soul is no Part of a Man? Or, are not the Souls of 
Men as different from that divine Spirit that anima- 
ted 
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ted our Lord's Body at his Incarnation, as the low- 
eſt Species in the Scale of Spirits is from them ?. 
(5.) It would ſeem alſo to follow hence, that if 
any rational Spirit whatſoever united to a human 
Body, would make a Man, that the Supreme Being, 
with ſuch an Union (which the Unitarians can ne- 
ver prove impoſſible, till they have a clear Idea 
of all the poſſible Ways of Union of two very dif- 
ferent Natures with each other) might be as truly a 
Manas ever any of the Sons of Adam was or could be. 
But can we eaſily conceive, or rather is it not ex- 
treamly abſurd to ſay, that two Individuals of the 
fame Species might differ infinitely in their known 
Powers and Properties from each other ? Or, would 
it not be as ridiculous as to affirm, that finite and 
infinite, neceſſary and precarious Beings are Indivi- 
duals of the fame Kind? And conſequently, | 
(6.) That the ſeveral Spirits, from the loweſt ta 
the higheſt of the intelligent Beings of the Creation, 
yea, the infinite Mind it ſelf, in Union with a hu- 
man Body, would be really ſo many Individuals 
of the human Species; which ſeems altogether in- 
conceivable, But is not the Difference, beyond all 
exception, great, between the higheſt and loweſt 
Rank of Spirits, or between the brighteſt hu- 
man- Soul that ever animated an human Body, 
and the Son of God? And is not this a wonderful 
Idea of Man, that makes one Man as different 
from another, as a Man from an Angel, or a Man 
or an Angel from their infinite Creator? And, 
(7.) From what has been already mention'd, and 
ſince the different Powers and Properties of the ſe- 
veral Ranks of ſpiritual intelligent Minds (or we 
know nothing elſe will do it) give us a true Idea of 
their ſeveral diſtin Species, it would ſeem to fol: 
low, that a Spirit that was vaſtly _ to the 
nigheſt Ranks of Angels, * that made the World, 
2 


c 


would 5 
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would have been before and ſince his Incarnation, 
more different from himſelf, chan a Man from an 
Angel, or as the Powers of an Infant, to thoſe of 
the Creator of the Univerſe ; And therefore, what 
a Fiction muſt the Unitarian Scheme of the divine 
Logos's Upplying the Place of a human Soul appear 
that ſinks it indefinitely below it ſelf, and tranſ- 
forms it into an unconceivably lower kind of Spirit 
than it ſelf was before, to defend a favourite Hypo- 
theſis that has not the leaſt Ground in Scripture or 
Reaſon. | | 3 ev 
Beſides, ſince the Powers and Operations of Spi- 
rits are ever proportional to their Eſſences, ſo in- 
verſely are their Eſſences, or abſolute Natures, to the 
. be Powers and Operations; from whence it 
follows, that if the N Soul that animated 
the Body of the Son of God, in creating the World, 
exerted an Action indefinyely greater than any hu- 
man Soul could ;ever perform, this Spirit muſt 
be indefinitely ſuperior to ours, and therefore 
never could, in Union to a human Body, con- 
ſtitute a Man. ——— It's true, our Lord is ſaid 
to have been made Fleſh, and to be Gad mani- 
feſted in the Fleſp ; but the Flcſh here is figura- 
tively taken for the whole Man, and how often is 
it us d in the holy Writings for the whole Nature 
and Eſſence of Man? will this Gentleman ſuppoſe, 
hat by all Fleſh corrupting their Ways upon Earth, 
Cen. vi. 12. Moſes means all Bodies had done it? 
or when the Pſalmiſt ſays, 10 thee fball all Hleſb 
come, did any but the Unitarians ever dream, that 
to thee all Bodies, or any other Creatures but Men, 
and perfect Men, ſhould come? I will pour out my 
Spimt on all Flip (faith God himſelt by the Pro- 
phet, Joel ii. 28.) 411 Fleſb ſball ſee the Salvation 
Cad, Luke iii. 6. And bleſſed art thou Simon 
Baxjonas, faith Chyiſt to Peter, Matth. xvi. 17, 


er 


Ever-bleſſed 'TR1in1TyY defended. - 6r 


for Fleſp and Blood bath not revealed it unto thee: 
"And, by the Words of the Law ſpall no Fleſb living 
be juſtified, Gal. ii. 16. Beſides, to ſay that the 
Fich could be ſubhect es human Paſſions and Emo- 
tions, or feel Temptations, and not the Soul that 
inform'd it, would be down-right Nonſenſe. And 
that a Perſon, the moſt glorious of all the Works 
4 8 3 3 in 
this ſuperangelical divine Nature, be ſorrouful even 
unto Death, and be ſubject to all theſe natural Af- 

fections and Paſſions, Weakneſſes and Infirmities, 
that had Wiſdom, Strength and Powers ſufficient to 
create, ſuſtain and govern the Univerſe, is to me 
a great Myſtery ; but not ſuch as what the Angels 
defir'd to look into. 

But he toot not on him the Nature of Angels, but 
the Seed of Abraham — When God is ſaid to have 
made a Covenant with Iſaac and with his Seed, can 
any be ſo weak as to imagine, that this Covenant 
ſhould be only with the Bodies of Iſaac's Paſterity. 
The Pſalmiſt, in the cv/b P/alm, calls upon the 
Seed of Abraham to remember his marvellous 
Works ; but, I am pretty confident he did not call 
upon their Bodies to do it: So in Iſai. xli. 8. when 
God calls Iſrael, his Servant, and the Seed of Abra- 


bam, his Friend, he muſt mean more than their 


Bodies, which were not capable of entering into 
Covenant with him. So Mary's Words to Eliza- 
beth, Luke i. 55. As he ſpake to our Fathers 
to Abraham, and to bis Seed for ever: But I always 
thought God ſpake to their area, or whole Per- 
ſons, not their Bodies only, I preſume, could 
not hear or underſtand . ii. 16. To 
Abrabam and to bis Seed ore Promiſes made; not 
ſurely, to their Bodies, but whole Perſons. In like 
manner, our Lord took not on bim the Nature of 
| Angels but the Seed 1 Abraham z 2 in 


an 
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all things it behoved bim to be made like unto his 
Brethren, that by taking a Body with its Affections, 
he might be found, as St. Paul ſpeaks, Phil. ii. 8. 
in the Faſhion of a Man, and therefore be capable 
of ſuffering Death for our Redemption. But, how 
could he be faid in all Things to be like unto us, 
when he only reſembled us in his Sufferings, and 
in his Body ; but not at all in that Part of our ſelves, 
from which alone we are denominated reaſonable 
Beings. So that by all Things, this Gentleman 
would underſtand ſome Things, and thoſe of the leaſt 
Moment: And though he was ſo far like us as to 
be expos d to our Sorrows, yet he never could, in 
this Author's Senſe of the Word, and according to 
his Scheme, be calld a Man of Sorrows, nor reſem- 
ble the human Nature in its principal Part. But 
I know not to what Abſurdities the Confidence of 
ſome Men will carry them to ſerve an Hypotheſis, 
that hath not the leaſt Foundation in Scripture or 
Reaſon. 24d | 

Bur, we are told, Heb. x. 5. Wherefore, when 
be cometh into the World, be ſaith, a Body haſt thou 
Prepared me, pag. 31.—The Meaning of which 
ſeems plainly to be this; that whereas the Sacrifices 
of the Zewiſh Law were but mere Figures, and no 
way acceptable to God the Father, as a Propitiati- 
on for the Sins of Men, the Time was now come, 
when the Son of God was fully to accompliſh it, 
by yielding himſelf to ſuffer z which he could not 
do in his divine Nature, which was impaſſible, nor 
with a human Soul unlefs united to a Body, which 
therefore God prepared for that Purpoſe, but which, 
by it ſelf, could in no Propriety in the World be 
call'd a Man, or the whole human Nature, which 
the Son of God aſſum'd into a perſonal Union with 
his Divinity: But that his Body, without a Soul, 
could not endure the Tortyre of a Croſs, or feel 


wy 
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any painful Impreſſions, is evident to a Demon- 
ſtration. | N 
But this Gentleman ſhould have anſwered my laſt 
Argument on this Subject, before he had declar'd 
that there is no Difficulty in believing, that this Per- 
ſon, in conſequence of his Exinanition, might pro- 
perly be ſaid to increaſe in Wiſdom, as well as in 
Age or Stature. | 
But yet he tells us, that the Scripture never 
<« teaching, or intimating, that Chriſt took a Soul 
<« as well as a Body; and always ſpeaking of him 
C as one Perſon, we muſt conclude, that the Cerin- 
« fhian Doctrine of two Perſons in Chriſt, viz. 
_ « Chriſt the Word, and a human Soul, has no 
« Foundation in Scripture ; and the Hereſy of Ce- 
« rinthus and Enutyches is the unavoidable Conſe- 
<< quence of this Notion. ”-—— But that I abſolute- 
ly deny, and this Author can never prove. Cerin-- 
thus, indeed, held Jeſus and Chriſt to be two different 
Perſons; but the Trinitarians always one, He 
thought Jeſus a mere Man, and Chriſt a celeſtial 
Spirit, which he did not believe to be ſtrictly and 
properly Divine, which' the Trinitarians in all 
Ages aſſerted; and how Cerintbus's Hereſy muſt 
be the unavoidable Conſequence of this, I cannot 
' ſee. But if Cerinthus or Eutyches did miſinterpret, 
or draw wrong Conſequences from a Scripture No- 
tion, what is that to me, or to this Gentleman's 
Purpoſe ? | 
But where do I ſay that the Man Jeſus is a di- 

ſtin& Perſon from the Word ? — No, but I believe 
both together to make one compound Perſon, and 
that the Second Perſon of the glorious Trinity, up- 
on its Union with the Soul and Body of Chriſt, 
gave it Perſonality, which, indeed, was a Perſon ; 
and ſo his human Nature was but a Part of the 
ſame Perſon, who endleſs Ages before exiſted ” 
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his Divinity only, but now in the Form or Like- 

neſs of Man ; from which Union he became a com- 
Perſon, confifting of two Natures, the 


divine and human, We ſee very different Subſtan- 


ces, the one material, extended, diviſible, corrup- 
tible, lifeleſs, and ſenſeleſs; the other immaterial, 
indivifible, incorruptible, endu'd with Life, Know- 
lege, and Paſſion, yet cloſely and intimately united 
in a manner to us . the 
Scripture repreſenting the Son of God as the World's 
Creator, — in Wiſdom, and dying on the 
Croſs as one Perſon; and every where expreſſing 
him by perſonal Characters, I, Thou, and He, 
we may conclude him fuch a one, tho we know 
no more how the Deity can be united to the Hu- 
manity, than our Souls are to our Bodies ; nor can 
** Author ever prgve ſuch a Union impoſſi- 
Indeed, he tells us, that no Union can make a 
<« divine and human Perſon to be one Perſon, p. 32. 
„ any more than it can make two human Souls or 
«© Perfons to become one Perſon 3 which can't be 
conceiv'd without deſtroying the Perfonal Exiſt- 
«© ence of one or the other. — But we never. 
talk of two intelligent Perſons as united in one Per- 
ſon; but only we ſay, the Second Perſon: of the 
Trinity afſum'd our whole human Nature into a 
Perſonality with himſelf, without which his human 
Nature would have been of it ſelf a diſtinct Per- 
ſan, but which he prevented, by aſſuming it into 
his own Perſon, to prevent its being a Perſon, as 
it is in us. | wy 
This Author alſo tells us, in the fame Page, that 
eve conſider a Body, indeed, with a Soul, without 
* knowing or conſidering the diſtin& Nature of the 
Soul united to it: And for this Reaſon Angels in 
< Scripture are called Men.“ But then the Scrip- 
ture 
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ture gives us ſuch a Deſcription of them, that from 
other plain Circumſtances, we may know them to 
tbe real Angels, and only to have the outward 
Shape, or Appearance of Men: But our Lord is 
aid to be Hke us in all Things (though he is plea- 
_ "Fed to ſay, it is nothing to the purpoſe) and which 
he muſt be, if he is truly Man; for to be like us in 
ull things is to reſemble us in Fleſh and Blood, and 
in every thing whatſoever belonging to Man. But 
how human Fleſh and Blood, animated by a Soul 
unſpeakably ſuperior to the Souls of Men, is in all 
things like to other Men, I own, is beyond my 

| des, does he not know, that two of thoſe who 
were cald Men, and that appear'd to Abrabam, 
Cen. ix. 1. were really Angels? And is not the Order 
f Angels as different from human Souls, as they 
from thoſe of Brutes * . _ 2 both be 
perly Angels and Men! as not he who 
dende with Focob-calld a Man? Gen. xxxii, 24. 
but did he not ſay of him, verſe zoth, that he 
had ſeen God Face to Face? So a Man, *tis ſaid, 
appeard to Zofhua, Fofh. v. 13. who yet bids him 
looſe his Shoes from his Feet, in token of Reverence 
and Subjection; for that the Place whereon he ſtood 
was holy, conſecrated by his Preſence; ver. 15. 
But will this Author dare affirm that he, who in 
both thoſe Places is calPd a Man, was truly and 
properly ſuch, when he is calPd God in one Place, 
and worſhipp'd in another? Or, will he tell the 
World, that an Angel, becauſe calbd a Man, was 
as truly ſuch, as the Son of God, whilſt he ap- 
pear'd as a Man? 
Beſides, our Lord's being made Fleſh plainly im- 
ports (as I have prov'd by many Scripture In- 


| ſtances) that he aſſum'd the whole human Nature 
K into 
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into a perſonal Union with his Divinity, and there- 
fore was truly like us in all things effential to our 
Natures, and was really as much a Man, as 

of the Sons of Men, which could not be affirm'd of 
Angels. And whether to know experimentally our 
Fears, Pains and Griefs, Sorrows and Perplexities, 
and the numberleſs Embaraſments to which we are 
liable, can be ſaid of a Being ſo unſpeakably ſu- 
perior, not only to Men but to Angels, and the 
very next Being to the ſupreme God, is what I can 
never conceive, —And all the Anſwer this Gentle- 
man is pleas'd to give to my Arguments, to prove 
Chriſt had a human Soul, is, that they are a mere 
empty Harangue, built on the Suppoſition of 
<« the Truth of an unreaſonable Hypotheſis. 
I- had ſaid, p. 162. that the Angel of the Co- 
venant was by many thought to be the Meſſias; 
and p. 163. I concluded him from his Names, Ti- 
tles, and the Honours that were paid him by the 
Patriarchs (not for his being call'd the Meſſiah) 
to be the Second Perſon of the glorious Trinity; 
but from his being call'd the God of Abrabam, I- 
ſaac and Jacob, and from the Divine Honours that 
were paid him. — 

But ſays this Author, Did the primitive Church 
of Chriſt ever draw ſuch a Concluſion?” And 
p. 34. It was their unanimous Doctrine, that it 
vas not the ſupreme God, but his Miniſter and 
<* Repreſentative, and therefore is ſtyl'd his An- 
« gel; and that *tis impoſſible in it ſelf, and im- 
e pious to believe that the ſupreme God could be 
an Angel; ſtyPd Lord and God himſelf, acting 
ein the Name, and by the Authority of God the 
Father. | | 

But is Dr. Waterland ever yet fully anſwer'd, 
who cites Clemens of Alexandria, Irenæus, Novati- 


an, 
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an, and Juſtin Martyr, 1ſt Defence, p. 34, 35, 36. to 


rove they applied that Text he mentions, to 
Eurit in his own Perſon, and not in the Father's 


only? But *tis the Scripture Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity I am defending, and not that of the Fathers. — 


I know none ever aſſerted that the Angel of the 


Covenant was God the Father : But it ſeems plain 


from Dr. Waterland, that many of the Anteni- 


cene Fathers thought the Son of God to be more 


peculiarly the God of the Fews, and the Angel that 


prefided over them; that he calPd Abraham, and 
was the Lord that appear'd to him as Mamre, and 
whoſe Days he ſaw and was glad; that he conduct- 
ed the Iſraelites from Egypt to Canaan, and gave 
them the Law from Mount Sinai, and that was 
worſhipp'd by them as the ſupreme God, Bur yet, 
as this Author intimates, he ſpake in the Name, 
and by the Authority of God the Father. 

But, I believe, it will be no eaſy matter to find 
a Place in the whole Bible, where the Sovereign of 
the World has given any one of his Creatures, 
' whoſe greateſt Perfections are as nothing in Com- 
pariſon of his Creator's, to call himſelf by his di- 
ſtinguiſhing Names; or, to act in the Authority 
of one, who is infinitely his Superior. Can wes 
imagine, that the moſt excellent of all the Work 
of God, would preſume to call himſelf the God of 
Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, and to apply I am that 
J am, to himſelf ? Would not this have tempted 
even Moſes himſelf, to ſuſpe& the Truth of the 
firſt Commandment ? Or at beſt, would it not 
ſtrangely perplex and confound him to find a Crea- 
ture, and one as dependent on the ſupreme Being 
as himſelf, to call himſelf by the Names of his Al- 
mighty Creator, when at the ſame time no Subject 
of any earthly Monarch 2 durſt give himſelf 
| 2 the 
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would it not then ſeem the higheſt 
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the Titles of his Drine? And there got an in. 
** | a arity 1 T e m 
ES excelent Creature. he ever made? And. 


| Preſumption 
imaginable to talk at this rate? Can we think that 
the Son of God, who was the moſt holy and inno- 
cent Perſon that ever liv'd in the World, would. 
have ever permitted the Patriarchs to pay him the 
ſame divine Aderation with his God and Father, if 
he was only his Meſſenger ta the Children of IJ. 
rael, and infinitely below him in the Dignity and 
Excellency of his Nature? How could he have an- 
ſwered it to the God and Father of all, te fuffer 
himſelf to have that Homage and Adoration paid 
him which was infinitely more than his Due, and 
which the moſt high God only could claim from 
the Sons of Men ? Would he not have abfolutely 
diſclaim'd, with the Angel in St. Fehn many Ages 
afterwards, all that Worſhip that was due to none 
but God himſelf, as became his infinitely ipferior 
Station? Would he, or could he have ſaid with any 
Truth to Moſes, I am the God of thy Fathers ? 
Or, would Moſes, ſpeaking of the Angel of the 
Covenant, have tald us that God call'd unto him 
out of the Buſh; or looking unto him, would he 
have ſaid, that he hid his 1 as one afraid to 
look upon God? Or, would he immediately after 
himſelf have told Moſes, that his Name was J am 
that I am? Or, could he ever imagine, that his 
pretended Commiſſion from his Sovereign would 
have born him out or vindicated him, in calling 
himſelf by the Name of the ſclf-exiſtent, unorigi- 
nated Being ? or permitted any of the Children of 
Men to give him Divine Honours, which 
Angels always refus'd and rejected with the utmoſt 


Horror and Indignation, and which none but wick- 


ed 
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ed claim'd, tho? the greateſt Indignity t 
could offer to the S OE wes 


Dr. Clarke, indeed, pag. 12:4. of his Reply to 
Mr. Nelfon, endeavours. to ſupport his Notion of 
Chriſt's being his Father's Repreſentative from St. 
Stephen's Words, Acts vii. 30. The Angel of the. 


Lord appear d to Maſes, in a Flame of Fire in the 
Buſh ;, ſaying, I am the God of thy Fathers \; which 
the Doctor concludes to be the Angel's Words; 
but Stepben tells us, that the Vice of the Lord came 
unta bim ſaying, I am the God of thy. Fathers: 
*F was Jehovah, therefore, that ſpake in his own 
Name, and not in the Name of another; nor, in- 
deed, can I find the leaſt Ground from Scripture to 
ſapport this Notion. It was, indeed, an Angel 
that appear'd and convers'd with Abrabam, which 
could not be God the Father, who never once ap 

pear'd, but the Second Perſon, or God the Son, t 
ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory with 
the Firſt, that ſpake in his own Name, or he would 
never have given himſelf the diſtinguiſhing Names 
and Titles of the Deity. 

But yet this Author tells us, p. 36. that God 
«© may be repreſented by his Angels or mere Men: 
« He was repreſented, ſays he, by Moſes to the 
« eus, in aring by him his Law to the Peo: 
% ple; and by the Prophets, in delivering them 
& the Predictions of his Will and Providence. 
But did Me/es or the Prophets, in delivering God's 
Mind and Will to the World, ever give themſelves 
the Names or Titles of the Deity ? | | 

„But we do not, ſays he, read that the Angel 
„ who repreſented God, calls himſelf ihe God of A. 
« braham, Iſaac and Jaceb, or by the Titles 
I am that I am. ”-— This is a plain Miſtake. 


But 
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But did God the Father ever appear to any Mor- 
tal, or converſe with Men ? or did any ever hear 


his Voice at any Time, or ſee his Shape? Fob» 


v. 37. And did not our firſt Parents hear the Voice 
of Jebovab Eloim, who call'd to Adam, and pro- 
nounc'd Cain accured ? who appeard unto Abra- 
ham, Gen. xii. 7. on whoſe Name that eminent Pa- 
triarch call'd, or whom he ador'd, Gen. xiii. 4. 
and with whom he had often the Honour to con- 
verſe ; who calls. himſelf afterwards the God of 
Bethel, and whom Jacob had ſeen Face to Face, 
Gen. xxxii. 30. and who ſaid to Moſes, Exod. iii. 
6. I am the God of Abrabam, Iſaac, and Jacob; 
from whom it is ſaid Moſes hid his Face as afraid 
to look upon God. Can this Gentleman ſay, that 
theſe Texts are only applicable to God the Fa- 
ther? or was he ever call'd an Angel as the God 
of Bethel was? or can he ſay, that the God of Be- 
thel was not the ſame God that appear'd and con- 
vers'd with the other Patriarchs? and who is he 
then but the Angel of the Covenant? And I de- 
ſire him to produce one Scripture Inſtance, where 
a Creature ever ventur'd to give himſelf the ſublime 
Titles of the ſupreme Being: Or, what would the 
impartial World have thought of thoſe Men, who 
preſum'd to aſcribe the incommunicable Perfecti- 
ons of the Deity, to one whom they knew to be 
infinitely below him ? 
But yet he tells us, p. 37, 38. that “tis the I- 
«« diom of Scripture to repreſent God ſpeaking by 
„ his Angels, as earthly Kings do by their Embal. 
„ ſadors; thus what is ſaid by Benbadad's Meſſen- 
* gers to Abad, is ſpoken as if faid by himſelf in 
4+ Perſon. ”—But do Embaſſadors ever call them- 
ſelves by the Names and Titles of their Princes? or 
did Benhadad's Meſſengers preſume to do it? __— | 
* 0 
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of which *tis, bus ſaid Benbadad. But tis faid the 
King of Iſrael anſwered and ſaid to the Meſſengers, 


My Lord and King, I am thine ; not that he calld 
Benhadad's Meſſengers, but Benhadad, his Lord 


and King, in anſwer to the Meſſage he ſent him. 
But this Author proceeds to Phil. ii. 6, 7, 8. and 

P. 39. tells us, that Chriſt before his Incarnation 

„ was in the Form of God, dwelling in the viſi- 


<« ble Glory that appear'd in the Tabernacle and 


« Temple, and by which he was ſeen, and convers'd 
c with the Patriarchs and Moſes; which, by the 
« Fews was eſteem'd a certain Indication of the 
« Divine Preſence.” _ If Chriſt was the Perſon, 
who in this viſible Glory, appear'd to the Patriarchs 
and Moſes, then it was he that ſaid, I am the God 
of Abrabam, Iſaac and Facob, and J am that I am, 
which are the diſtinguiſhing Titles of the ſupreme 
Being, if any ſuch can be 7 

if no Example can be produc'd, wherein any Being 
but God, aſſumes thoſe Names of his, that diſtinguiſh 
him from all created Beings, then why may I not 
ſuppoſe the Second Divine Perſon reſiding in this 


glorious Form? which will as effectually anſwer 


my Purpoſe, as what I mention'd, p. 168. upon 
which Suppoſition, in emptying himſelf, or at his 
Incarnation diveſting himſelf of this viſible Glory, 
he would not have lain aſide his Eſſence, whi 
before his Humiliation, appear'd in the greateſt 
Splendor in the Cloud of Glory. between the Cheru- 
bims. Bur, 

(2.) Our Lord would not have ſtripp'd himſelf 
of his divine Nature, or eſſential Glory, when he 
hid his Majeſty, and veiPd his Glories under the 
Garb of Humanity. He had then the ſame eſſenti- 


al Glory he ever had ; but he diveſted himſelf of 


all the outward Marks of Majeſty and Greatneſs, 
or 


ound in Scripture z and 
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or empty'd, or diſrob'd himſelf of all his outward 

Glories, to become Man for our ſakes. A hand- 

ful of Duſt was perſonully united to the World's 

-_ Maker, whom all the Hoſts of Heaven u 
ore. | 

It had been a thoufand Times leſs aftoniſhing, 
and needed not to have been any Wonder in Com- 
-pariſon, if the Angels had left their glorious Seats 
above, and putting off their Robes of Light, had 
all voluntarily entered and made Choice of the Bo- 
dies of the vileſt Inſects for their Habitation, and 
have been one with them: But that the Second glo- 
nous Perſon 'ſhould unite himſelf to a poor rail 
Body, that was ſubject to a thouſand Accidents and 
Niſeaſes, and ſoon to become a Prey to Death : 
That God, I fay, ſhould empty, and, as it were, 
go out of himſelf; that he, whom all the Angels 
worſhip, ſhould vouchſafe to be made lower than 
the loweſt of thofe miniſtring Spirits that are com- 
manded to pay him Adoration; and that the Crea- 
tor of all Worlds ſhould take upon him the Frail- 
ties, Paſſions, and Mortality of his Creatures; for 
the Son of God to make himſelf of no Reputation, 
is, certainly, a greater Wonder, than that he ſhould 
make the Univerſe out of nothing. ; 

This Author alſo tells us 'in the fame Page, 
that he who was in this glorious Form, knew 
« that'the ſtill: greater Glory and Honour, to which 
e the Meſſias was to be exalted, as the Reward of 
e his Sufferings for the Redemption of Men, was 
< not to be obtain'd but by the greateſt Humilia- 
« tion and Obedience, even unto Death, and there- 
<« fore emptied himſelf, and took upon him the 
« Form of a Servant, and then was highly exalted, 
« and made not equal to, but like God, by per- 
<« -ſonal Divine Power and Authority rs in 

« him.” 
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„ him. So that in this Gentleman's Opinion, 
he receiv'd, by emptying himſelf of his. former” 
Glory, a greater, more glorious, and divine Name 
than he had before; and his being made Fleſh, 
was only an Introduftion to his higher Advance- 
ment and Exaltation ; and he humbled and emptied 
himſelf, that he might aſſume a more eminent Cha- 
rater, and be advanc'd to a higher Pitch of hea- 
venly Glory, than that which he had with his God 
and Father, before the Foundations of the Earth 
or Heaven were laid. And does not this give us 
an illuſtrious Inſtance of Love and Condeſcenfion 
in the Son of God, that he ſhould ſtoop to receive 
the higheſt Poſt of Honour and Glory, that a Crea- 
ture was capable of, for our ſakes?, And, can any 
Mortal read ſuch Divinity as this, without admiring 
its Conſiſtency with the Scriptures, and its natural 
Tendency to enflame our Affections to our thus 
glorified Redeemer ? | 
This Gentleman alſo obſerves, p. 39. that © all 
Power given him both in Heaven and Earth, 
“ made him to be (Ia 34) not equal (coc) to God, 
“ but like God.” — But the Force of our Interpre- 
tation lies in the Verb Subſtantive v «vv: and tho? 
i by it ſelf often ſignifies no more than inſtar, 
when it is us'd adverbially, as Biſhop Pearſon ob- 
ſerves, yet in none of theſe Places it hath the Ad- 
dition of To «va: to it, and therefore its moſt natural 
Signification is, to be equal to or with. | 
But (2.) If Chriſt be not ſtrictly and properly 
omnipotent, omniſcient, omnipreſent and infinite in 
all Perfections, *tis, I think, the utmoſt Abſurdity 
to ſay, he is like a Being that is; whoſe infinite 
Nature and incommunicable Perfections exclude all 
Likeneſs. To whom will ye liken God? or, what 
Likeneſs will ye compare unto him? Iſai, xi. 18. 
He next proceeds to Jobn viii. 58. and tells us, 
Pag. 41. that * the true 2 only Senſe of it _ 


} 
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c be; before: Abraham was I am be, i. e. the Chrift 
<<. and Son of God. But, I think, this Expreſſion 
implies our Lord's: Exiftence before Abraham: and 
all Worlds, as appears from the whole Scope of the 
receding Verſes in this Chapter: Where Chrift 
ſays, your Father Abrabam ſaw my. Days and wes 
glad; he:declar'd himſelf to be the Perſon that ap- 
pear'd to Abrabam in the Character of God, and 
was the Object of his Worſnip; to which the Ferws 
teply'd, Thou art not yet fifty Years old, and haſt 
thou ſeen Abrabam? To which, our Lord anſwers in 
ſuch Terms, as in the Old Teſtament would have 
expreſs d his Godhead; before Abraham was I am, 
or the Angel of the Lord, who in Gen. xxxi. 13. 
calls himſelf the El, or God of Bethel; and in Exod, 
ii. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. The Lord God, or Febovah Z- 
loim, the God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, and 
therefore, the ſame with the God of Bethel, and 
therefore, he muſt needs have exiſted before Abra- 
hams Days; and why the ſame Words (I am) 
ſpoken here by the ſame Perfon (ſpeaking of the 
Duration of his Exiſtence) ſhould not have the fame 
Meaning, I can't imagine? To which the two 
Places quoted by this Author, have not the leaſt 
relation, but plainly mention him only as the Meſ- 
ſhah. And in this high Senſe the Fetos underſtood 
him, and would therefore have treated him as a 
Blaſphemer. And therefore our Lord, who came 
to open the Eyes of a blind deluded World, would, 
in Pity to their Miſapprehenſions of his Meaning, 
have undeceiv'd them; and if he had been infinite- 
ly below him, whom they ſuſpected by his Words, 
he declar'd he was, he would have rectify'd their 
Miſtakes here, and done Juſtice to his on Cha- 
racter in this Particular, as to which he is altoge- 
ther ſilent. | 


Another Text I mention'd, was, Fobn x. 30. 1 
and my Father are one, — But this Author tells us 
ve *- here, 
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here, that the Father and Son are one in Power, 
„ Purpoſe and Will.“ But how can they be one 
in Power, when he fays, r == ran the ame 
Unity in Power, only as the Father, Son, and 
% Diſciples have it, John xvii. 11, 18, 20, 212. 
But if che Power is the ſame the Eſſence muſt be 
ſo too, and therefore, I think, this Gentleman muſt 
not believe this Unity of Power in the Father and 
Son, or, I confeſs, I can't apprehend what he means. 
Dr. Clarke, indeed, in Scrip. Dact. p. 298. tells us, 
that concerning the San, there are the higheſt 
46 Titles aſcrib'd to him, even ſuch as include all 
* divine Powers, excepting only abſolute Suprema- 
« cy, and Independency. — But if he and his 
Gentleman mean no more by all divine Powers 
and a Unity of Power, than what a Creature is ca- 
pable of, they mean ſomething infinitely ſhort of 
all divine Powers, and a Unity of Powers in both 
Father and Son. But if all divine Powers are in 
the Son, then he muſt be truly God; but if 
Creature, he could be no more capable of all divine 
Powers, than an excavated Pepper Corn could be to 
.contain an infinite World.. But I think the whole 
Proceſs of our Lord's'Diſcourſe to the Fews, and 
his poſitive Declarations, that whatſoever the Father 
doth, that doth the Sox alſo, do evidently prove a 
Unity of Power, in the Senſe in which I have ex- 
plain'd it; and therefore a Unity of Effence ; far if 
the Son of God was a finite precarious Being, at 
would have fallen infinitely ſhort of Truth, and have 
been a high Reflection on the divine Perfections. 

This Author endeavours to prove this Unity be- 
. twixt Chriſt and his Father, to be a moral Unity, 
or Agreement of Mind and Will, from Jobn xvii. 
11, 18, 20. which is a Senſe in which every good 
Man may be ſaid to be one with God; nor would 
the Jews, upon this Account, have charg'd hun 
with Blaſphemy for it. 5 : "8 

; 2 
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But then he tells me, p. 43. that I would make 
one believe, I had no more Underſtanding than a 
Child. Becauſe I can't comprehend how an in- 
finite Being can communicate his Power to a Crea- 
ture. This Gentleman writes with ſuch a Spirit, 
that were I really of his Opinion, I ſhould be at 
a Loſs to defend, nor could I approve his way of 
ſupporting it. I can't but think, but that inde- 
cent Reflections muſt expoſe a Man's Credit and 
his Cauſe. But after all he has here ſaid to en- 
lighten me, I confeſs my ſelf as ignorant as ever 
in this matter. 55 
He aſks me, whoſe Power it was which Chriſt 
promis'd his Diſciples ſhould be endu'd with from on 
high, by which they wrought all their Miracles? 
-L anſwer, that tho' Miracles are ſometimes ſaid to 
be wrought by the Apoſtles, yet never by any Ac- 
tion of theirs that could produce them; of which 
they were only the moral Inſtruments or Occaſions : 
but all the Miracles by which Chriſtianity was at 
Firſt propagated, were the immediate Exertions of 
-a Divine Power, upon their ſpeaking or giving 
ſome Sign, that could not have the leaſt phyſical 
Influence upon thoſe Miracles, that were wrought by 
God himſelf, without the leaſt Aſſiſtance of any one 
of his Creatures. But the Son of God had an ori- 
ginal Power in himſelf to create the World out of 
nothing, and 'twas by his Power, that all his Mi- 
racles were wrought. And this is the utmoſt I can 
- comprehend of this Matter, which this Gentleman 
may call, as often as he pleaſes, mere quibble and 
- trifling, much below a ar Man, and a Scholar. 
I next prov'd the Divinity of Chriſt, from his 
being call'd God; not figuratively, or with ſome 
diminutive Character annex'd to it, that ſpeaks thoſe 
Creatures ſo call'd to be infinitely below him: If Men 
are ca]l'd Gods, they are as different from the true 
God, as mortal Men from him who only hath Im- 


mortality : 
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mortality: But if the word, God, is mention'd in 
Scripture, without any additional Character to de- 
tract from the obvious Senſe of the Word, or ſpo- 
ken abſolutely of any Perſon, as it certainly is of 
God and Chriſt, as in Jobn i. 1. this is a Circum- 


ſtance that gives both a good Title to divine Per- 
fection. And ”tis wretched begging the Queſtion, 
to take for granted, that as there is but one Divine 
Being, ſo there is but one Divine Perſon. And 
therefore, the word God, when put abſolutely, will 
by no means limit the, Senſe to'God the Father, 
but is ſometimes taken for God the Son, as the 
Ward was God, and the Words of Thomas to Chrift, 
My Lord and my God; in which Places there ſeems 
to be as much intended as when apply'd to the Fa- 
ther: if not, I would deſire to know what other 
Senſe can be put upon them? They can't principal- 
ly, much leſs only, import Dominion, and Autho- 
rity conferr'd on Chriſt by his Father, who, as 1 
ſnew'd, was God, before he had any World to go- 
vern, or any Creature made to inveſt him in that 
Relation. Or, where do we find, that a Superiort- 
ty of finite Perfections to the higheſt Order of Au- 
gels, would give him juſt Right to be call'd God 
| abſolutely? My Inſtance in Gen. xxxi. 11, 13. 
where the Lord calls himſelf he God of Bethel, I 
can't find this Author takes the leaſt Notice of; 
which Jacob, I think, concluded to be the ſupreme 
Being, or he would never have paid him the Wor- 
ſhip due to none elſe: Nor would this Angel 
(who calls himſelf zhe God of Bethel) have ever per- 
mitted Jacob to worſhip him, but would have im- 
mediately told the holy Patriarch, that he depended 
as much as he upon the ſupreme Cauſe of all; 
which, having never done, I muſt conclude him 
to be that infinitely perfect Being, which Jacob 
thought the God of Bethel to have been. Nor is it 


here to any purpoſe to object, How can God, _ 
< : | 18 
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bis Angel be the one ſupreme, naceſſary, eternal, 


immutable God? For, if Union makes Unity (as 
nothing elſe, with relation to ſpiritual Subftance, 
can have the leaſt Pretence to it) then the two Per- 
ſons of the Trinity muſt make mare, if paſſible, 
ö pg e9ngghamte n With 
out it, being every where y inſepara - 
bly united : though both Inſtances are unconceiva 
ble; and no wonder, that ſuch as we cannot com- 
end our Maker, who know ſo little of our own 
ls, or any other Beings. 

But, ſays this Author, p. 45. « If Chriſt bad 
been the ſupreme, independent God, he would 
«6 have had in Scripture, the Titles of the maſt high 
« _ the one God, the only God, the only true 
66 93 

To which 1 anſwer, If there are fome high Ti. 
Yes peculiarly belonging to the Father, tis becauſe 
he is ſuperior in Order and Office to the Son and 
Spirit. Will not the ſacred Oracles afford us many 
P 
tacit uch as on 
will cafily ſupply, and without which, the utmoſt = 
Abſurdities w ollow ? And here I could eafily pro- | 
dyce many Inſtances, as Matt. xi. 27. 1 Cor. Ii. 11. 
Rev. xix. 12. 1 Cor. ii. 2. Jai. xliv. 24. P/al. bocxiii. 
18. Jai. xlüli. 11. and IJſai. ii. 11, 17. from which 
it plainly appears, that when the Father is calld the 
one and only God, that the Son is by no means to be 
excluded, but tacitly underſtood in thoſe Expreſſions 
of the Unity we meet with in Scripture ; of all which 
Dr. Vaterland's fourth Sermon upon the Trinity, 
4s, I think, an unanſwerable Proof. | 

But, ſays this Author in the fame Page, Nor 
4: would Chriſt have been call'd the Angel! of God, 
and the Son of God, the only ate, the Firſt 
born of every Creature, the [mage of God : none 
of which Appellations can be attributed, IT 
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* the greateſt Abſurdity and Impiety, to the ſu- 
„ preme Being, who is tbe God and Father of all, 
« and above all,” — But if the Second glorious 
Perſon of the Trinity was inferior in Order and 
Office to the Firſt, and Mediator between him and 
Mankind, he might with the utmoſt Propriety, 
and without the leaſt Impiety, be call'd his Angel, 
though his Equal in all other reſpects. And he 
might be as truly his Son, and his only begotten 
Son, as he was begotten by the Power of the Holy 
Ghoſt, in ſuch a manner, as never were any of the 
Sons of Men, and therefore call'd the only begotten 
Son of God. And his being the firſt born of every 
Creature, or rather, as the Original imports, the 
firſt born before the Creation, or the Source or Be- 
ginning of the Creation of God, or firſt born be- 
fore the whole Creation, becauſe, by him, as it fol- 
lows, all things were created; and he that created 
all things. is the ſupreme, independent Being, and 
therefore he might alſo be call'd, the one God and 
Father of all; and the Second glorious Perſon, the 
Image of the inviſible Father : and all this without 


theiſm, or Polytheiſm. 

This Author is pleas'd to tell me, that Rom. ix. 
5. does not appear to be ſpoken of Chriſt, but of 
Cod the Father, without giving the leaſt Anſwer 
to what I have offered as a Proof, it belongs to 
Chriſt only.— But, ſays he, if meant of Chriſt, 
* the precedent Obſervations ſhew, it is nothing to 
the purpoſe. Does not this Gentleman know, 
and why muſt I be ſo often repeating Dr. Water- 
land's Name to him? Has he not told him, pag. 
221, of his Sermon on the Trinity, “ that 36 na- 
A turally refers to Chriſt, and the Antitbeſis, to what 
« he is according to the Fleſh and Spirit requires it.” 
- That Chriſt is Lord of all, and bleſſed for ever, 
he grants, but he does not ſay, God bleſſed for 

ever, 


the feaſt Contradiction to Natural Religion, or Di- 


80 The DocTRINE of the = 


ever, tho this is the Reading in which all the 
Greek Verſions agree, and has the general Conſent 
of almoſt all the Fathers, from the ſecond to the 
fifth Century ; which is the conſtant Epithet of the 
great God in the Old Teſtament. But it ſeems he 
is made Lord by God's Donation, becauſe all Pow- 
er is given unto him both in Heaven and Earth, 
Matt. xxviii. 18. *Tis true, as Dr. Whitby on this 
Text ſays, that this Power was given to Chriſt, 
« becauſe he was the Son of Man, Fohn v. 27. 
<« 7, e, becauſe he, in his human Nature, had exer- 
« cis d the Office of a Prophet, and afterwards 
« of a Prieſt.” But then it was exercis'd by the 
Fullneſs of the Godhead dwelling in him : And 
why might not his human Nature receive all Ho- 
nour in Heaven and Earth from the Father; and 
yet in his Divine Nature have an originary, inde- 
pendent Right to ſovereign Dominion? | 
« And we are alſo told in 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28. that 
he (God the Father) Bath put all things under 
« (Chriſt His Son's) Feet, &c.“ — In anſwer to 
which, I would obſerve, that the Creator of the 
Univerſe, upon the grand Defect ion, was reſolv'd to 
conſtitute a Deputy, or Vicegerent upon Earth, to 
govern thoſe who had ſhamefully revolted from their 
Obedience, and to puniſh and reward them accord- 
ing to his Wiſdom, Will and Pleaſure ; which 
Power, indeed, commenc'd in Paradiſe, and ſhall 
continue till the laſt Trumpet ſhall ſound, and all 
that have ever liv'd, ſhall meet him in the Clouds 
of Heaven. But this Kingdom was temporary, and 
derived to him by a ſuperior Authority, and there- 
fore, as different from his Authority as he was the 
Father's Equal in all the eſſential Perfections of the 
Deity, as Finite from Infinite, or Time from Eter- 
nity. His mediatory Kingdom, indeed, could con- 
tinue no longer, than till final Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments were difpens'd by him ; but his ſupreme Do- 
minion, 
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minion, as God, muſt laſt as long as his Being, or, 
as long as he had any Creatures in Being, to be 
ſubject to him: For no Reaſon can be aſſign'd for 
the longer Continuance of his mediatory Kingdom, 
when its Ends and Purpoſes are fully anſwered; 
or when his Friends are made the final Monuments 
of his Mercy, and his implacable Enemies the Tri- 
umphs of his Vengeance. Nor does his reſigning 
his Kingdom to his Father imply any real Diminu- 
tion of his eſſential Glory; or that after he returns 
his Kingdom into his Hands who firſt made him 
the Monarch of the Univerſe, he will not be as great 
and glorious a Perſon as he was before; for the Pow- 
ers and Prerogatives of his divine Nature are inſe- 

arable from his Being, and he can no more ceaſe 
to be God, bleſſed for ever, than he can ceaſe to be. 
And tho? at the End of the World, our Lord, as 
Man, will be diveſted of the Powers that were 
(when Time but juſt commenc'd) conferr'd upon 
him by the Father, yet he could no more part with 
the Rights of his Divinity, or diveſt himſelf of his 
eſſential Glory, than the Father himſelf, God, in- 
deed ('tis not ſaid the Father, as this Author would 
have it) ſhall be a// in all; or that Royal Dominion, 

which our Lord once exerted under the World's Al- 
mighty Sovereign, ſhall at the Conſummation of 
his mediatory Office, be henceforth exereis'd (not 
by the Father excluſive of the Son and Spirit) but 
by God, as comprehending all thele. 

This Gentleman next ſays, I proceed in the fame 
inconſiderate manner to prove Chriſt's abſolute Om- 
niſcience from Rev. it. 23. becauſe it is there ſaid, 
that he ſearcheth the Reins and Heart: * And who 
& doubts this, ſays he, that believes the Father hath 
« committed all Judgment to the Son? But has not 
« our Saviour yet told us, that the Father had put 
% ſome Things in his own Power?“ - Les, Jobn v. 
27, becauſe he is the Son of Man; without doubt, he 
1 M conceals 
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_ conceals many Things from the Knowledge of Mor- 
tals, and even, it may be, from our Lord himſelf, 
conſidered as Man, which is nothing, to the Purpoſe. 
But, docs not this conſiderate Gentleman know, that 
the Texts I produc'd, are the ſtrongeſt Proofs of the 
Omniſcience of his God and Father? Is not the Know- 
ledge of the Secrets of all Men declar'd to be the Pro- 
rty of God alone? 1 Kings xvii. 39. Fer. xvil. 10. 
Thou, even thou knoweſt the Hearts of the Children of 
Men; and, T the Lord ſearch the Hearts and Reins. 
But if theſe will not prove Chriſt to be omniſcient, 
it will be no eaſy matter from hence to prove his 
God and Father to be ſo. But, ſays this Author, 
« He can't but know all Things which relate to his 
« Office in the OEconomy of the Goſpel; and 
ce therefore St. John calls the Apocalypſe, the Reve- 
* lation of Feſus Chriſt, which God gave unto him, as 
* the Reward of his Sufferings, by making the Ce- 
* riutbian Diſtinction ; or to his human Soul.“ 
But if he knew all Things by Revelation from the 
Father, we may as well ſay, that his Father deriv'd 
his Knowledge of Mens Hearts, from the Diſcoveries 
of a ſuperior Being, who may alſo have deriv'd it 
from another, and fo on to the Source of all Wiſdom 
and Knowledge. And the Omniſcience of the God 
and Father of Chriſt, can never conclude him the.one 
God and Father of all, if the Texts offer'd to prove 
the Son's Omniſcience are not concluſive ; and here 
I would beg leave to quote the memorable Words of 
Dr. Waterland, to this Purpoſe, which very well de- 
ſerve this Author's Notice. The 24 Defence, p. 256. 
*The God and Father of Chriſt, his being never ſo 
often calPd God amounts to nothing, that being 
* no more than a Word of Office: his being Crea- 
„tor was nothing; that, ſays he to the 1 


« Clergyman, you could eaſily elude; his being Je- 
* hovah, was of no Weight, meaning no more, 
than a Perſon true and faithful to his Promiſes ; 
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& as for his Eternity, none of the Texts were 2 
enough for it, but might bear a limited Senſe; 

4 might add, faith he, now farther, that the Title 

* of @ay]arexror, or the ſtrongeſt Words of the like 
* kind, in the Old Teſtament, Ggnify nothing, be- 
e ing capable of a ſubordinate Senſe. . Well then, 

„ ſays he, what have you reſery'd to prove ſo mo- 
c mentous anArticle? only this, that he is the Father, 
« or firſt Cauſe, of whom are all things: So that 
cc creating all Things, may mean no more than cre- 
<« ating ſome Things only; as Chriſt's knowing all 
<< Things, according to you, means ſome Things: 
* The utmoſt, therefore, of what you have prov'd,. 
is no more, than God is Creator, which, in your 
* Opinion, does not imply an infinite Subject. And 
ce if that all Things were made by the Son of God, 
<« and without him was nothing made that was made, 
« and if all Things were created by him, both in 
« Heaven and Earth, by him as the Cauſe, and for 
„ him as the End of thair Creation; and if by him 
« all Things conſiſt, will only conclude him the 
« Creator of ſome Things, then that his God and 
« Father, was the Father and Source of all Beings, 
* will not, from what this Author cites, be prov'd.“ 

But this Gentleman, under this Head, mentions 
the Text in Mark. xiii. 32. Matt. xxiv. 36. Of that 
Day and Hour knoweth no Man, no not the Angels in 
Heaven, neither the Son, but my Father only, as an 
Exception to the Son's abſolute Qmniſcience ; On 
which he lays a mighty Streſs ; at which, indeed, I 
wonder he repeats, when it has been ſo often anſwer- q 
ed, I think, (1.) We have ſufficient Grounds from 
Scripture, to diſtinguiſh between Chriſt's divine and 
humane Underſtanding and Will. Tis ſaid in one 
Place, ipesking of his Divine Knowledge, Lord, thou | 
knoweſt all Things; and of his Human, hat Day and | 

Hour knoweth not the Son, but the Father. Nothing in 
the W orld is more common than to affirm that of the 

M 2 whole 
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whole Perſon, which is only true of one of his Natures: 
It is ſaid a Man walks, which is only true of his Bo- 
dy; that whilft he walks he reaſons, which can on- 
ly be ſaid &f his Soul: And of our Lord, tis faid 
in one Place, Lo, I am with you to the End of the 
World; and in another, the poor you have with you 
always, but me ye have not always; the former 
Words relating to his divine, the latter to his human 
Nature: So our Lord tells the Fews, before Abra- 
ham was, I am; meaning in his Divine Nature; and 
they telling him, he was not fifty Years old, as true 
as he was Man, all which are yet affirm'd of his 
whole Perſon. So (2.) Even our Lord's human 
Soul, by the Spirit's dwelling in kim-without Mea- 
ſure, probably knew more than the Angels them- 
ſelves ; and the Son of Man, in Union with the Logos, 
and the particular Concern he has in the laſt Judg- 
ment, are ſufficient to account for the ſuppos'd Gra- 
dation. (3.) It is not ſaid, that the Son of God is 
ignorant of the Day of Judgment, but the Son, or 
the Son of Man, as the Context in Matt. xxiv. 31, 
39. and Mark xiii. 26, 34. do evidently evince; in 
Matt. 37. the Verſe immediately following this cele- 
brated Text, it is ſaid, as the Days of Noah were, ſo 
ſhall the coming of the Son of Man be; in Mark xii. 
26. when they ſhall fee the Son of Man coming in the 
Clouds of Heaven; and ver. 34. for the Son of Man 
is as a Man taking a far Fourney, &c. from all 
Wich, I think, I may conclude the human Soul of 
Chriſt, and not the Logos, is here ſpoken of, as ig- 
norant of the Day of Judgment. „ 
This Author, indeed, indeavours to invalidate the 
Proof of Chriſt's Omniſcience, from the Text that 
mentions his knowing all Things, from 1 Jobn 11. 20. 
Ye have au Unction from the holy One, and ye know all 
Things, that is, belonging to the ſaving Truths of 
the Goſpel, our Lord having promis'd his Diſciples 
to lead them into all Truth. Nor can this Text be 
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true in the ſtricteſt Senſe of the Words, that they 
could know all Things, when the wiſeſt of the hu- 
man Race is but of Yeſterday, and knows nothing 
in compariſon of what he is ignorant of— 
This Author next tells me, p. 48. that Heb. i. 
<« 10. taken from the Pſalms, is ſpoken of God the 
Father, who created all Things by Chriſt.” —The _ 
Apoſtle's Deſign indiſputably, is to prove the Son ot 
God ſuperior to Angels, from his making the 
Worlds. The Verſe begins with & cu, and the or in 
the preceding Verſe, and ov in the following, ex, 
actly anſwer to each other; and Surenbuſius, as quo- 
ted by Dr. Water land, makes the Application to 
5 Chriſt appear exceeding plain, ver. 7. Tes ne 
d yiaus Aye, wer. 8. es d Toy bier, 1. e. A and 
v. 10. V, i. e. Sο,ν,iei wegs Toy vie, ſcilicet, Ec, But 
here, as I have not conſulted the Fathers in my fifth. 
Propoſition, ſo I ſhall not conſult them in my Vin- 
dication, but refer this Gentleman to the Author of 
the Examination f Chriſtian Liberty aſſerted, and to 
Mr. Alexander. on Trenzus on this Text, which laſt 
he ſhould have anſwered, before he had told the 
World, that Trenæus underſtood this Text of the Fa- 
ther: as alſo, inſtead of quoting the Fathers, he 
ſhould have clearly anſwered what I had faid to proye 
the Relation of this Text to Chriſt. But, I obſerye, 
in the courſe of this, and other Controverſies in which 
he has been engag'd, that tis his common Method 
to object when he cannot anſwer. Theſe Things 
have been ſet before our Author in the cleareſt Light 
by Dr. Waterland, whom he has often forc'd me to 
conſult, not with a View, indeed, to convince him 
(which I am not ſo vain to hope) but that the impar- 
tial Reader may ſee, he has faid nothing more, but 
what has long ſince been entirely baffled and defeated. 
This Author, without taking the leaſt Notice o, 
my Argument for the Omnipreſence of the Son of 
God, becauſe by him all Thingz confift, paſſes nex, 
1 03 bf e e 2 CONV. to 
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8 wg! have ſaid of the Holy Spirit. And 1 favs 


much on this Subject, becauſe I know * 


a 

— 15 2 * three Perſons in one Subſtance to 
be. impoſſible, that allow the Poſſibility of two. 

He tells me, * he was not ia Scripture declard 
cc to be. concern d in the World's terien. and 
« that the Spirit' of God,. which moy'd, upon the 
« Face of the Waters, was either a miraculous , 
„ Wind {which it could not be, becauſe the Wind, 
6er Air, was part of the ſecond Day's Work) or 
* elſe, the Power of God himſelf..— But, why - 

po the Old Teſtament the Word [Spirit] 
hou ſignify one of the. Divine Attributes, and in 
the New, generally, if not always a Divine Perſon, 
is not ſo eaſy to be conceiv'd : or that Spirit that 
moy?d on the Face of the Water, or brooded upon 
the mis · ſhapen Maſs of Matter, and turn'd a deform- 
ed C baus into a beautiful Order of Creatures, ſeems 
to have been a Divine Perſon, not an Attribute; 3 
whole creating Influence Elibu expreſſes in Job xxxiii. 
4. in the ſame Word [made] as in Cen. when God 
aid, let us make. Man. It was the Spirit of God 
char in 4 peculiar manner form'd the Body of Chriſt, 
and probably created his Soul with it, Which ſeems 
to be an Argument of his Diyinity. And we are 
told, that he that ſpake by the Mouth of David, 
41 iv. 24, 25. was the God that made Heaven 
and Earth, and the Sea, dual Th in them is: 
And in another Place tis expreſsly declar'd, Acls i. 
16. that twas the Holy xp t ſpake by the 
Mouth of David; and the mighty Signs and Won- 
ders, by which the Divinity of our holy Religion 
2 40 full 3 were wrought by the Power of 

ol 

But t e tells me, p. 49. that 2 * 
<« ſage out of Pſal. cxxxix. . is certainly 
the Perſon of the Lord ere and e 
« N diſtinct from him, as the whole = 

8 ews.? 
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<. ſhews. ”— But *tis not ſo certain as this Gentle- 
man pretends, and tis not in the leaſt ſtrange, or 
the leaſt Strain pon the Senſe of the Words, that 
the Spirit, which in Scripture is ſo often mentian'd 
as a Perſon, ſhould be here diſtinguiſh'd. from the 
Preſence of God, and calld a Divine Perſon, nor 
does the Context in the leaſt contradict it. 
In the ſame Page he ſays, tis certain that hat- 
e ever the Spirit reveaFd, he was taught ef God, 
« and receiv'd from Chriſt, at whoſe Interceſſion he 
« was ſent, and given from God the Father, Fobn wv. 
&« 26. xvi. 13, 14.”— But tho' the Works of the Spi- 
rit are ſubſervient to thoſe of the Father and Son, yet 
this will by no means prove his Nature or Eſſence 
to be ſuch; for an Inferiority of Office is certainly 
canſiſtent with an Equality 1 4 and Perfections. 
But ſince the Divine Perſon is ſaid to know the deep 
Things of God, as the Spirit of a Man knoweth the 
Things of a Man, or is conſcious of its Ideas, not by 
Inſtruction or Information, but internal Perception, 
and therefore, ſurely, not from any other Cauſe, 
that could inſtruct or inform him, or impreſs any 
new Ideas on his Mind ; which is no more inconſi- 
ſtent with his Omniſcience and Independence, than 
when God is ſaid in other Scriptures to know Things 
by ſearching them, or as it were by Enquiry ; and 
muſt be underſtood in a way agreeable to the Di- 
vine Perfections. So that the true Meaning of the 
Spirit's not bene of himſelf is, that he ſhall not 
ſpeak of himſelf alone, ſeparate from, and inde- 
pendent from the Father and the Son, that he ſhall 
communicate no other Truths, or publiſh no other 
Laws or Rules of Practice to the World, than what 
Chriſt has reveal'd, or is perfectly conſiſtent with 
his Mind and Will. Nor will this Gentleman ever 
be able to prove the Holy Ghoſt to be eſſentially in- 
ferior to the Father, becauſe he is ſaid to give the 
_ Holy Spirit to them that aſk him, if by the com- 
„ mon 
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mon Conſent of three glorious Perſons, there i is a 
: Priority of Order and Office in the Father. 


But be alſo objects, that < the Spirit is never 


£6 <call'd Lord or God, as the Son is, nor has Glor * 
W's aſcrib d to him. 


But is it not abſurd to deny the ſupreme Divinity 


of the Holy Ghoſt, for no other Reaſon, but be- 
cauſe he is never call'd God, in thoſe Writings he 


inſpir'd, tho? many Texts of Scripture aſcribe di- 


vine Perfections to him, and deſcribe him in ſuch 


lofty Characters, as cannot be given to the moſt 


8 


excellent Creature that God ever made, and are the 
eſſential Properties of the Deity? And tho” the Holy 


Spirit is not deſcrib'd as fitting on a Throne, or act- 
ing as the ſupreme Monarch of the World ; though 


+ this might prove him, indeed, to be inferior in Or- 
der and Office, to the two other glorious Perſons, 


yet by no means, that he is infinitely their Inferior 


in his Nature and Eſſence. 


This Gentleman concludes his Anſwer with telling 


the World, he has conſider'd every thing I have 


offer'd in Nefence of my Notion of the Trinity ;— 
of the Truth of which, the impartial Reader will 
be a competent Judge, when he compares what I 


have ſaid on Creation and Chriſt's human Soul, and 


; Add I obſerve both in 


many other Places, with his Anfwers ; but he often 
objects where it was his proper Province to anſwer : 

his. and ſome other of his 
Works, that he ſpeaks with moſt Aſſurance where 
his Reaſoning ſeems to be weakeſt ; and let him ſay 


a hundred Times, that tis as demonſtrable as any 


Propoſition in Euclid, that three neceſſary exiſting 
Perſons, can by no offible Union, or in any Senfe 
whatſoever, be one Goc. yet he will never be able 
once to demonſtrate it, till he has got a clear Idea 
of thoſe divine Perſons, and of every poſſible Senſe 


of Union, and has fix*d the certain individuating 
| Principle of Spirits. © 
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FI4GE 1. inſtead of uncertain, read as certain. 
p. 2. laſt line but one, after endeavour'd add 
mechanically. p. 4. J. 4. after commenſurate, dele 
to. P. 7. I. 13. dele and of, and put as the. p. 7. 
J. 14. after Deity, add of which. p. 12. J. 4. 
read muſt conſiſt. p. 12. J. 29. after tells us, add 
pag. 7. p. 16. J. 10. after Union, add if every 
Part of the Divine Eſſence is intelligent. p. 19. 
I. io. after Characters, dele, and then, I think, the 
Notion of Perſon is compleated. p. 22. J. 11. after 
could dele not. p. 24. 1. 6. dele is omnipotent, and 
add could create. J. 8. after which, read he might 
do. I. 9. inſtead of Almighty, read Creative. p. 25. 
J. 29. inſtead of Omniſcience, read Omnipotence. 
P. 30. J. 4. after the reſt; read or even. p. 35. l. 14. 
read or, inſtead of for. p. 39. 1. 23. for World, 
put Reader. p. 42. J. 6. read in his Senſe, p. 47. 
J. 6. read depends. p. 48. J. 2. dele in. p. 52. J. 10. 
after 11, add 12. p. 65. J. 16. read Gen. xix. 
J. 17. after they, read perhaps. p. 67. J. 2, read 
the Texts. p. 69. J. 10. after us, add v. 31: p. 79. 
I. 8. after reſpects, add or the God of Bethel. l. 16. 
dele or Firſt-born before the whole Creation. p. 81. 
J. 19. dele when Time but juſt commenc'd. p. 2. J. 31. 
read pag. 243. p. 83. 1. 30. dele at. p. 86. J. 14. 
after Perſon, add, or his Gifts and Graces. J. 21. 
after 4, dele in the ſame Word [made] as in Gen. 
when God ſaid, let us make Man, 
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| POSTSCRIPT. 
AGE 15. line 16. after clearly underftand it, 
add, Mr. Locke tells us, that when we apply 

our Idea of Infinite to the firſt and ſupreme Being, 
in our weak and narrow Thoughts, we do it pri- 
h e marily 
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marily in reſpect of his Duration and Ubiquity: 
And when we have made never ſo many Additions 
of their Parts to one another, they are ſtill finite; 
or elſe, they would be limited by our finite Powers, 
whilſt they are without Bounds or Limits. What 
we, therefore can comprehend of Infinity, is, that 
there is infinitely more in it, than we are able to 
comprehend. 
Now, can we be ſaid to conceive in the Intellect, 

and clearly underſtand, by a poſitive Conception of 
it, what we are no more capable of conceiving, 
than an excavated Pepper Corn can - contain an in- 
finite World? Or, does our negative Idea of Infi- 
nity imply any more, than that we can never, by 
any poſſible Additions, reach it? That is, that the 
moſt perfect Idea we can form of Infinite, is, that 
by the utmoſt Stretch of our Minds, we are always 
infinitely ſhort of forming a true, poſitive Idea of 
it. And all that can be gather'd from Mr. Locks 
Idea of Infinity is, that there is infinitely more in 
it, than any finite Mind can diſcover : Or, that tis 
fomething that is infinitely diſproportionate to the 
molt ſagacious Creature God ever made: Or, ſome- 
thing to which our narrow Souls cannot bear the 
leaſt Proportion. And if this is all this Writer 
means, by clearly conceiving what is infinite in the 
Intellect, I ſhall never think it worth my while to 
contradict him in this Matter. 

Alter finite to infinite, p 15. J. 24. I would alſo 
obſerve, that a Being cannot be almighty, that is 
not every where almighty, which it muſt be, un- 
leſs the almighty Power of the omnipreſent God, 
is compos'd of an infinite Collection of finite Powers, 
inhering in all the Parts of his Ln which, I 
preſume, this Writer will ſcarce ſay, if he believes 


the ſame numerical Power is in the whole, and eve- 
ry Part of the Supreme Being : Which, yet can- 
| not 
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not (on the Unitarian Scheme of an infinitely ex: 
tended Spirit) be affirm'd of any one of its finite 
Parts; becauſe nothing can act where it is not; or, 
what's finite cannot act every where, as almighty 

Power can certainly do: And, I think, the Divine 
Being is an uniform Subject of all poſſible Perfe&i- 
ons. Is it not therefore much ſafer in this Caſe, to 
confeſs our Ignorance, and that we know not what 
an immenſe Being means, than to advance a Noti- 
on of an infinitely extended Spirit, that is clogg'd 

with infuperable Difficulties, and may be eafily 
urg' d with ſuch Conſequences, as are highly offen- 
os to Men of tender CBE Pugs oy ” 

y or think thing of a Being poſſeſt of all poſ- 
ſible Perfection, — is unworthy of him, or ſinks 
him infinitely below the Dignity of his Nature. I 
am ſure, here we are in the right to confeſs our Igno- 
rance of the Divine Preſence, either with our ſelves, or 
the Univerſe, or infinite exterior Spaces; and not to 
plunge our ſelves into Difficulties we can never ſolve. 

After diſtinctive characters, in p. 19. line 10. 
I would obſerve, that this Writers Notion of the 
Divine infinite Extenſton, will appear to be no more 
_ conſiſtent with one Perſon in the Deity, than his 
Eſſence, in the minuteſt Part of infinite Space, 
can be the ſame with his Immenſity ; or, that there 
can be the ſame numerical Conſciouſneſs every where 
in the Divine Being. 

Page 19. after the 14th line, add, Why may not 
three Infinites, in the ſtricteſt manner poſſible uni- 
ted, make one infinite Being, as well as an infinite 
Number of Perfections in an infinitely extended 
Spirit, one individual Perfection? or an infinite Num- 
ber of intelligent Agents one Perſon? Perhaps theUni- 
tarians will endeavour to illuſtrate the Indiviſibility 
of the Modes of Spirits, by the Figures of Bodies, 
whether plain or ſpherical 1 which yet are — 

ug | 4 
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but the Terminations of the ſuperficial Parts of the 
aggregate of all their exterior Surfaces: And why 
may we not as eaſily affign z, 1, 4, 4s, or any 
other aliquot Parts of the circular Figure of a round 
Body, as of the Body terminated by it. They may al- 
ſo mention the Divine Impulſe on Bodies, and their 
Momentum: But the former is the Divine Energy, 

oducing equal Velocities in the equal Parts of any 

dy, by the Commenſurate Parts of his Eſſence: 
And as to the Momenta of Bedies, being the Mo- 
menta, or Quantities of Motion of all their Parts; 
they can no more be numerically the ſame with 
each other, or with the whole; than the Parts can 
be the ſame with the whole, or with one another; 
or, than the ſame numerical Momenta can be annihi- 


lated, with their proper Subjects, whilſt they exiſt 


in others: Or God muſt act upon all the Parts of 
a Body in Motion; or elſe there would be Motion 
in ſome Parts without a moving Cauſe; which is 
inconſiſtent with the vis Inertiz, or Conatus in all 
Bodies, to continue in Motion or Quietude, till an 
Extraneous ſuperior Cauſe ſurmounts and overcomes 
it, For nothing is more certain, than that all Bodies 
are unactive Maſſes, that can neither move, nor ſto 

themſclves in their Motions, unleſs ſome active 
Power or other interpoſes. Or, | ſhould they fay, 
that one Part only of a ſolid Body is not impell'd, but 
the whole; though but one Part is touch'd in ap- 
plying the impulſive Force: The Anſwer is obvi- 
ous, that whilſt the Power of God puſhes the in- 
ſenſible Parts of hard Bodies to a cloſe Contact with 
each other, he may, without Doubt, give innume- 
rable equal Impulſes to all the equal Parts of thoſe 
Bodies at the ſame Time. So, how can Motion be 
an individual Affection in a Body compounded of 
the Momenta of all its Parts: Elaſticity, Repulſion, 
and all the greater and leſs Attractions, are undeni- 
able 
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able Proofs of external Impreſſions on Matter: 
And univerſally, the Divine Impulſe on any Body, 
muſt be the Aggregate of the equal Impulſes, on 
every equal Part of that Body; which can no more 
be one numerical Impulſe, than the Parts impell'd, 
can be numerically one with each other; or, than 
that God could be ſaid to exert himſelf in that Part 
of himſelf, where it is impoſſible for that Part to 
exiſt. When the Power of God is exerted in the 
Motion of any Bodies, it muſt be by thoſe Parts of 
his infinite Eſſence, commenſurate to their ſeveral 
Portions: Thus the Divine Power that began at 
firſt, and continues the Planetary Motions, can be 
nothing but the Energy of the ſeveral conceivable 
Parts of God's Immenſity, co- extended with thoſe 
vaſt Bodies; and there muſt be as many diſtinct im- 
pulſes in this Caſe, as there are Parts in Motion; 
and *tis impoſſible to conceive it otherwiſe, unleſs 
a Being may act where it is not. Tis certain, that 
an active, powerful, extended Subſtance, made up 
of many active Parts, is not one, but has as many 
active powerful Subſtances in it, as it has Parts; 
which can only exert themſelves on the ſeveral Parts 
of Bodies to which they are commenſurate; unleſs 
they could act out of, or at a Diſtance from them- 
ſelves; or their Powers could be exerted beyond 
their proper Subjects: Indeed the active Power of 
each Part of the Divine extended Eſſence, muſt 
have its Principle of Individuality in that Part, as 
its proper Subject, in Oppoſition to the Whole; 
unleſs the Powers of Beings could be both in and out 
of their proper Subjects at the ſame time. 

I would allo remark, after the thirty third line, 
Pag. 64. That we can never prove this Hypoſtati- 
cal Union to be abſurd or impoſſible, for this would 
be to argue without Ideas. Have we poor ſhort ſight- 
ed Mortals a comprehenſive View of all the Bot 
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dilities of Exiſtence? That two intelligent Agents 
can never make one Perſon (as the Humane Soul 
and the Logos is) is what can never be prov'd, 


till we know all the poſſible Senſes of Perſon. Be- 


ſides, in an extended Spirit, we muſt, I think, 
conceive as many diſtinet Conſciouſneſſes, as Parts 
(ſince no Part can be without it, whilſt the Whole 
is conſcious:) For to ſuppoſe an infinite conſcious 
Being, to be compos'd of Parts without Conſcioui- 


neſs, is as abſurd as to imagine Quantity made up 


of Parts without Quantity, or Number of an infi- 
nite Compoſition of Nothings. Nor can we fay, 
the whole numerical Conſciouſneſs is in the whole 
extended Spirit, and in every one of its Parts: 
For that would be to be wholly in its 0 Sub- 
jets, and wholly. out of them; to be preſent with 
its own Subject, and infinitely diſtant from it. 
Nor can there be the ſame numerical Intelligence, 
Thought, or Conſciouſneſs, in infinitely diſtant 
Subjects, any more than the ſame Conſciouſneſs can 
be infinitely diſtant from it ſelf: Nor can an in- 
finitely extended Spirit ever be conſcious, that it 
has done that in every Part, which it only did in 
one Part of its Eſſence, that bears not the leaft Pro- 
——— to it. Nor can we imagine the Divine 

ſſence without the Univerſe is conſcious it created 
that World, which was commenſurate to another 


Part of it. There muſt therefore be a different 


Conſciouſneſs in the ſame Divine Perſon, in the 
Vnitarian Senſe: And 'tis to no purpofe to reply 
here, that this one divine infinite Perſon is conſcious 
he created the World in ſome Part of his Immenſity: 
For the Conſciouſneſs of that Part of the Divine 
Being that created the World, and is commenſurate 
to it, cannot poſſibly be the ſame with that of the 
other Parts that never created- it. And therefore, 
I believe, upon the Plan of Infinite — , 
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this Writer will find it no eaſy Matter, to give the 
World a clear Idea of a Divine Perſon. 

I would finally remark, p. 73. after J. 36. that 
to be without any one of God's eſſential Perfections, 
is not to be like God, which no created Being can 
ever be: Nor will Chriſt's dwelling in the Cloud 
of Glory, give him a Reſemblance to him who 
_ dwells in Light inacceſſible, unleſs he was that very 
Perſon that appear*d to the holy Patriarchs in that 
glorious Form, and receiv'd from them, the Ho- 
mage due to the Supreme Being. 

As to what this Writer ſays of ſimple, uniform, 
infinite Exiſtence, I would obſerve, that an Al- 
mighty Being conſiſting of an infinite Number of 
almighty Powers, ſpecifically the ſame with each 
other, muſt give the World a very odd Idea of the 
Divine Nature; which would then be one indivi- 
dual, omnipotent Agent, conſiſting of an infinite 
Number of Omnipotents. Beſides, on this Suppoſiti- 
on, every, even the infinith Part of this infinite Spirit 
would be omnipotent ; and yet, be infinitely leſs ſa, 
than any one of its finite Parts: And, ſuppoſing him 
infinitely extended, his Eſſence in every cubick Inch, 
or Yard, or Mile, or Diameter of the Earth, or of 
its great Orb; and his infinite Dimenſions” without 
the Univerſe, would be to each other, as their re- 
ſpective finite and infinite Spaces. And, the Pow- 
ers being commenſurate to their reſpective Subjects, 
it would be as proper to aſſign one tenth, hundredth, 
thouſandth; and fo on, in an infinite Progreſſion, 
of the Parts of the almighty Power of the Supreme 
Being: And yet, every Step of this Progreſſion of 
Powers would” be almighty, or one almighty 
would be infinitely more almighty than another 
(as acting in an infinitely greater Sphere than 
any finite Powers) which ſeems a flat Contradic- 
tion: And one infinite, conſcious Perſon, would 
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conſiſt of an infinite Number of conſcious Beings, 


whoſe collective Conſciouſneſſes would yet be but one 
Conſciouſneſs, which is impoſſible. | 

As to what relates to Chriſt's being God's Repre- 
ſentative, I have this further to add, viz. do not 
the Patriarchs of old ever aſcribe ſupreme Honours, 
and the higheft Religious Adoration to that Being, 
that dwelt in the Cloud of Glory ? Or, did they e- 
ver apprehend him to be a. Creature, or as precari- 
ous a Being as themſelves? Would not Jacob on 
the Unitarian Scheme, inſtead of ſaying, he had 
ſeen God, have told the World, he had ſeen his 
Repreſentative ? Or, could the Pſalmiſt have ſaid, 
that God dwelt between the Cherubims in the Cloud 
of Glory, if it was no more than the Habitation of 
his Repreſentative ? Or did the Fews imagine, 


| when they fell proſtrate before it, they pay'd Di- 


vine Homage to a Creature, in expreſs Contradic- 
tion to the firſt Commandment, and other Declara- 
tions of the Divine Will to the contrary ? Or, can 
we imagine, that he who gave the Jews moſt ex- 
preſs Prohibitions to worſhip any other than the Su- 
preme Being, ſhould at the ſame Tifne, permit 
them to pay Divine Honours to himſelf, as his Re- 
preſentative. | 

How can this Writer ſay, p. 27. of his Anſwer to 
my Fifth Propoſition, that in praying to the Father 
through the Son, we give to him all the religious 


Honour and Worſhip, that is commanded in the 


Goſpel Revelation, when all the Angels of God 
are bid to worſhip him but not to pray to God 
through him. 


Pag. 4. line 27, add, Sir Iſaac Newton, in the laſt 
Scbolium of his wonderful Mathematical Principia, 


grants, that Power without Subſtance cannot ſubſiſt, 
nor can the Divine Perfections exiſt but in their infi- 
nite Subject. All the active Powers and Properties Fol 
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the Deity, muſt be confined to their proper Prin- 
ciples of Individuality, or be the Powers of their 
ſeveral Parts, in which they can only inhere; and, 
therefore, muſt be as numerous as their Parts or 
Subjects; which, if infinite, would alſo ſupply us 
with an Infinity of active and perceptive Powers 
and Propetties. We can no more ſay that the ac- 
tive and perceptive Powers of an Infinity of Parts 
in any Being, are yet one fimple; uncompounded 
Printiple ; than we can affirm Simplicity of a Be- 
ing; cotnpounided of an infinite Nutnber of Parts; 
or that the reſpective Powers of each Part, though 
e, de, in their proper Subjects, yet really 
inhere in every Part of the whole Compoſition, and 
ſo are both intirely in, and yet wholly out of their 
own Subjects, which is impoſſible. If the Divine 
rit, Angels, and Human Souls are extended, 
hey tuft be compounded of Parts, and theſe Parts 
of others; without Bounds ; and each of theſe muſt 
be active, atid perceptive, or the whole could not 
be active, conſcious Beings: And how a Compo- 
ſition of all theſe, though with the utmoſt Unifor- 
mity to each other, ſhould make one individual, 
active, conſcious Spirit, whilſt the boundleſs Num- 
bers of Conſciobſneſfes that reſult from the active, 
rcipient Powers of all the Parts, are various and 
infinite, needs, I think, this Gentleman's Help to 

explain. | 

Pag. 34. line 14. An Inſtrument, I think, re- 
uires ſome pre- exiſtent Materials to frame or mo- 
el: But, what was the pre- exiſtent Matter of that 
Chaos, which was produced by an omnipotent E- 
nergy and Influence? And what Concern could an 
Inſtrument have in that Production? Or, did Al- 
mighty God uſe the Help of any one of his Crea- 
tures, in bringing the Matter of the Univerſe from 
nothing into Being? Or, is there nothing more 
| O meant 
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meant by Chriſt's creating the corporeal and ſpiri- 
tual World, than his poliſhing, or bringing them 
into a beautiful Form and Shape ? Or, how could 
St. John ſay, that without him there was nothing 
made that was made; if the Subſtances of both 
Bodies-and Spirits were the ſole Productions of his 
God and Father? Is the poliſhing a vaſt Heap of 
indigeſted Matter after it was firſt created, without 
the leaſt of Chriſt's Influence or Concern, any to- 
lerable Senſe of God's Creating all Things by him, 
when all the Materials of this vaſt, ſtupendous Fa- 
brick were made, before the Son of God contriv*d 
and modelPd it into thoſe wondrous Forms in 
which it now appears? Or can we imagine the 
inſpir'd Writings could mean no more than this, 
when we are told, that all things were made by 
him, and for him, and by him all Things conſiſt ? 
Or, how could the material and ſpiritual Worlds 
ſubſiſt by him, when he could not at firſt give 
them a Being, nor contribute 'any Thing to the 
Continuance of their Exiſtence, 4 
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Page 13. line 27. dele each, and put two, p. 19. 
7. 16. for ſeparably put ſeparately, p. 41. J. 3, and 
4. dele the Father. p. 40. J. 25. dele enforc'd this 
Senſe of it, and. p. 49. J. 28. dele indeed prove 
his Divine Miſſion, but. p. 84. J. 19. dele the Son 
of, and put he as. p. 97. J. 24. dele boundleſs. 
2 | 


